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Abstract 
 
The political theology of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (d. 241/855) is analysed through 
comprehensive examination of the authenticity of theological and juridical books 
attributed to him. The eponym of the ÍanbalÐ school (madhhab) of law and theology, 
AÎmad’s importance lies in his teaching as a jurisprudent and his practices as a zÁhid 
(renunciant), which attracted many students to his circle.  However, he is best known 
for his reputation as a defender of correct belief, and for firmly resisting the doctrine 
of three ÝAbbÁsid caliphs that the QurÞÁn was created, although he was imprisoned and 
beaten during the Inquisition known as al-MiÎnah (between 218/833 and c. 232/847). 
As a result of AÎmad’s importance, a variety of different opinions and epistles were 
ascribed to him. Theologically, the most important among these are the Six Creeds 
and al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah which is a polemical epistle. In 
jurisprudence there were response collections from AÎmad’s students called al-
MasÁÞil, eight of which are still extant, either partly or completely. These works are 
examined in this thesis. 
AÎmad’s theo-political ideas are critical to understanding the political thought of 
Sunnism in general, and the study analyses his doctrines on the importance of the 
JamÁÝah (Community), ÓÁÝah (Obedience) and al-Amr bi-al-maÝrÙf wa-al-nahy Ýan al-
munkar  (commanding right and forbidding wrong).  AÎmad was a quietist thinker, 
but the main purpose of his quietism was in fact to save the unity of the Muslim 
community from internal fighting and protect the common people who always lacked 
security and suffered from threats of looting of their shops and houses. Though a 
quietist, AÎmad was not in favour of the rulers and avoided all kinds of connections to 
them, including not accepting their gifts or working with them. He became angry with 
his family when they accepted the caliph’s money. 
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NOTE ON CONVENTIONS 
 
Translations, apart from the QurÞÁn, are my own except where a specific one is cited. 
Some place names are transliterated, but place names familiar in English are given 
their usual English spelling (for example Mecca and Baghdad). For reasons of clarity 
and consistency, dating throughout this thesis is according to the Christian Era. When 
the Islamic lunar HijrÐ dates are also given they usually appear in the format 241/855, 
otherwise, they will be followed by the short reference A.H. I mainly follow the 
Library of Congress system of transliteration, but with some changes. For example: I 
use b. for the Arabic نب when the name is followed by the name of the immediate 
father (for example MÁlik b. Anas), but I use Ibn for the Arabic نبا when the name is 
not followed by the name of the immediate father (such as AÎmad Ibn Íanbal), or is 
followed by a kunyah (e.g., Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ), or when the individual is known by the 
Ibn’s name more than by his own name (e.g., Ibn ÍÁmid). Another difference from 
the Library of Congress System is that of tanwÐn; for   ً،ٌ ،◌ٍ I use an, un and in. 
However, I use superscript for the tanwÐn to distinguish it from the normal letters.  
Full names and titles are given at first place of citation, then short referencing is 
applied. Full bibliographic details are found in the bibliography, preceded by a list of 
abbreviations. 
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Introduction 
There are currently more than 1.6 billion Muslims in the world, the vast majority of 
whom are SunnÐs. The SunnÐs include followers of the four schools of law (ÍanafÐs, 
MÁlikÐs, ShÁfiÝÐs and ÍanbalÐs), as well as adherents of different theological parties 
such as the SalafÐs, AshÝarÐs, and MÁturÐdÐs. Although there is disagreement among 
the SunnÐs on most religious issues, they have found common ground on important 
religio-political matters such as the respect due to the Prophet's Companions and the 
general doctrines of the Imamate. SunnÐ political theology developed over several 
centuries before taking its final shape among traditionalist circles in the late third and 
early fourth A.H./ninth and tenth centuries. Among the eponymous SunnÐ schools, 
only that of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal had a direct influence on making political quietism a 
formal SunnÐ doctrine. 
After the Inquisition, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal became a beacon of correct religious beliefs, 
and his importance among traditionalists was preeminent.1 For this reason, some 
people ascribed their own opinions to him so as to acquire more legitimacy for them.   
Meanwhile, others attributed to him views which they thought he should have had, in 
place of those which in fact he did have. These attempts to alter AÎmad Ibn Íanbal's 
legacy led to disagreements among his followers and to the circulation of conflicting 
reports about his legal and theological views. 
Understanding AÎmad’s political theology is crucial to understanding SunnÐ political 
theology in general. However, as noted, there are different and at times contradictory 
reports about AÎmad's legal and theological teachings. Accordingly, this study makes 
a close examination of these various reports. Importantly, differences and conflicts 
between them are not treated as technical errors, but rather are regarded as traces of 
disputes among traditionalists and ÍanbalÐs, both in AÎmad's time and afterwards. 
The first part of this dissertation deals with the authenticity of the theological works 
attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and his responsa. Thus, Chapter One examines six 
                                                 
1 The traditionalist AbÙ ZurÝah al-RÁzÐ stated that AÎmad Ibn Íanbal was not particularly famous 
before the Inquisition.  Yet after the Inquisition he became legendary everywhere. مل لزأ عمسأ سانلا ركذينو 
دمحأ نب لبنح ريخب هنومدقيو ىلع ىيحي نب نيعم يبأو ةمثيخ، ريغ هنأ مل نكي نم هركذ ام راص دعب  ْنأ حتُمأن .املف نحتمأ عفترا هركذ 
يف قافلآا . ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAlÐ Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 456. 
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creeds which have been ascribed to AÎmad and a polemical book against unbelievers 
and the JahmÐs (al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah), and Chapter Two is 
devoted to the study of eight of AÎmad's MasÁÞil. The first part of the study concludes 
by demonstrating how the early ÍanbalÐs attempted to resolve the differences and 
contradictions contained within reports of Ahmad’s theological and legal doctrines. 
The second part is concerned with AÎmad’s political theology. It should be 
emphasised that in order to understand AÎmad’s political opinions, one must be aware 
of the corresponding views of other traditionalists. Accordingly, this aspect of 
AÎmad’s teachings is studied here within the broader framework of political theology 
among the traditionalists. It is also important to examine Ahmad’s posthumous 
influence on the development of the doctrines of the early ÍanbalÐs and SunnÐs in the 
third and fourth A.H/ninth and tenth centuries.    
Islamic political theology does not deal only with the legitimacy of current rulers. One 
of its essential purposes is the evaluation of the early history of Islam, the caliphate 
after the Prophet's death, and the Umayyad and ÝAbbÁsid dynasties. Accordingly, 
Chapter Three looks at how AÎmad saw the legitimacy of early Islamic rulers, and his 
views on the preference between the Companions and his judgement about the 
conflicts that broke out between them. Chapter Four concerns the necessity of the 
imÁmah and the legitimate methods for selecting or appointing the imÁms (i.e., 
political leaders). 
Chapter Five then explores the political quietism of AÎmad and other SunnÐs by 
pointing out the importance of certain religio-political concepts such as the jamÁÝah 
(community) and ÔÁÝah (obedience). Finally, Chapter Six focuses on the relationship 
between the ÝulamÁÞ and the rulers, especially AÎmad and the ÝAbbÁsid caliph, al-
Mutawakkil. This chapter also examines the relationship between AÎmad's family and 
students with the state, and the relationship between later ÍanbalÐs and the caliphs in 
Baghdad.   
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Literature review 
George Makdisi (d. 2002) labelled the nineteenth century as “the great enemy of the 
Íanbali[sm] studies”, pointing to various reasons why Orientalists at that time did not 
view Íanbalism studies in a favourable light: (1) the ÍanbalÐs were seen as 
anthropomorphists and conservative traditionalists who were against rational 
theologians (mutakallimÙn); (2) the ÍanbalÐ school of law was neither as large nor 
significant as other schools of law; and (3) Íanbalism was negatively portrayed in the 
works of Goldziher (d. 1921) and Macdonald (d. 1943) who followed Goldziher very 
closely. According to Makdisi, Goldziher and his followers played a major role in 
driving scholars away from Íanbalism studies.2  
By the end of the nineteenth century two significant works had been published about 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and his school. On the basis of considerable study of previously 
little-known manuscripts for his doctoral research on the MiÎnah, the American 
scholar Walter Patton (d. 1925) published AÎmed Ibn Íanbal and the MiÎnah 
(Leiden, 1897), which can be recognised as the first work on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal in 
modern Western studies. Patton admired AÎmad as “a great saint and a defender of 
orthodoxy”,3 and as “the most remarkable figure of the camp of [Muslim] 
orthodoxy.”4  He also noted the important influence that AÎmad’s personality had on 
his students and after his death in the Muslim world.5  
Ignac Goldziher, the great Hungarian orientalist, subsequently wrote two important 
works about AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and Íanbalism, in addition to his study of al-
Musnad,6 and the entry on AÎmad in EI1. These two works are his review of Patton’s 
book,7 and his article on the ÍanbalÐ movements. Since Goldziher was more positive 
towards the rationalist trends in Muslim theology and law of rationalism, he showed 
little love for the ÍanbalÐs. However, despite paying little attention to Íanbalism, he 
did note three important points about the early ÍanbalÐs. The first was that they 
                                                 
2 George Makdisi, “Hanbalite Islam”, 219-20. 
3 Walter Patton, AÎmed Ibn Íanbal and the MiÎna: a biography of the imÁm including an account of 
the MoÎammedan Inquisition called the MiÎna, 218-234 A. H., 4. 
4 Ibid., 2. 
5 Ibid., 194. 
6 Ignac Goldziher, “Neue materialien zur literatur des Ueberlieferungswesens bei den 
Muhammedanern”. I owe this reference to Christopher Melchert, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 133. 
7 Idem, “Review of Walter Patton, AÎmed Ibn Íanbal and the MiÎna”. 
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connected with the common people. Second, he identified the existence of several 
movements within Íanbalism which he wrote about in his study entitled 
Hanbalitischen Bewegungen [ÍanbalÐ Movements] (published in 1908).8 Third, he 
pointed out changes in the socio-political relationship between the ÍanbalÐs on one 
side and the state and other parties on the other, during the fifth and sixth 
A.H./eleventh and twelfth centuries, that led to the ÍanbalÐs shifting from being a 
“repressed church” towards becoming a “militant church”.9 Goldziher’s opinions of 
Íanbalism, as Makdisi asserts, did discourage other scholars from studying the 
ÍanbalÐ school.10   
However, from the early 1940s on, Orientalists came to view Íanbalism in a more 
positive light and since then have produced significant studies on the school. This 
change in attitudes was encouraged by Henri Laoust (d. 1983) and Makdisi, both of 
whom provided great service to the study of Íanbalism. First, they produced 
academic studies about the school and its scholars. Second, they edited many ÍanbalÐ 
manuscripts and published them for the first time. Third, they defended Íanbalism 
against its nineteenth-century critics, and argued in favour of the “rational” features of 
the school. For them, ÍanbalÐs were not against kalÁm and SÙfism, but instead 
“accommodated representatives of both within [their] ranks.”11 Fourth, they 
encouraged their students to write about Íanbalism, thereby producing a real shift in 
ÍanbalÐ studies. However, in their quest for “rational” Íanbalism, Laoust, Makdisi, 
and their students focused on the later ÍanbalÐs and paid relatively little attention to 
AÎmad himself and his early followers.   
Even so, Laoust wrote and edited some important texts from the early period. In 
particular, he edited the theological work of Ibn BaÔÔah al-ÝUkbarÐ (d. 387/997) 
entitled al-SharÎ wa-al-ibÁnah,12 and also wrote an article (published 1959) on the 
ÍanbalÐs under the caliphate in Baghdad (241-656/855-1258).13 He divided this article 
into eight parts, the first four of which dealt with the early ÍanbalÐs between 241-
                                                 
8 Idem, “Zur Geschichte der Hanbalitischen bewegungen”. 
9 Makdisi, “Hanbalite”, 224-25. 
10 Ibid., 222. 
11 Merlin Swartz, “Íanbalite Madhhab”, in EIr; Laoust, “ÍanÁbila”, in EI2; Makdisi, “Hanbalite”.  
12 Henri Laoust, al-SharÎ wa-al-ibÁnah ÝalÁ uṣÙl al-Sunnah wa-al-diyÁnah = La Profession de foi d'ibn 
Baṭṭa, (ed. and tr.). 
13 Henri Laoust, “Le Hanbalisme sous le califat de Bagdad (241/855-656/1258)”. 
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403/855-1013, while the remaining four concerned the ÍanbalÐs in Baghdad around 
403-656/1013-1258.   
The first part of Laoust’s article focused on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and his works with the 
aim of demonstrating that  he was both a faqÐh and a muÎaddith (i.e., not only a 
faqÐh). Laoust also attempted to prove that AÎmad and Sunnism were friendly 
towards, rather than enemies of, the ÑÙfÐs and ÑÙfism. By contrast, he argued that 
AÎmad rejected only some of the new teachings espoused by certain ÑÙfÐs, regarding 
them as innovations, rather than the movement as a whole. The second part of the 
article focused on AÎmad's students up to the death of ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad in 
290/904, since Laoust suggested that the ÍanbalÐ school was a collective work by 
AÎmad's pupils. The third part covered the period between 290-334/904-945 which 
Laoust described as the time of the spread of the ÍanbalÐ school. The fourth part 
examined the period between 334-403/945-1013, during which time the ÍanbalÐ 
school was developing in Baghdad while the city was under Buyid control. The 
remaining parts of Laoust’s article are not of concern to this study since they dealt 
with the later ÍanbalÐs.14   
Although Laoust relied on biographical dictionaries for his article on Íanbalism, his 
work was advanced for the time it was published. Furthermore, he wrote several 
important entries about early ÍanbalÐsm for EI2: for example, “AÎmad b. Íanbal”, 
“ÍanbalÐa”, “al-MarwazÐ” (i.e., al-MarrÙdhÐ: Laoust spelled his name wrongly), “al-
BarbahÁrÐ”, “al-KhallÁl”, “GhulÁm al-KhallÁl”, “al-KhiraqÐ”, and “Ibn ÍÁmid”. 
As mentioned above, the crucial point about this “revolution” in ÍanbalÐ studies is 
that little attention was paid to the early ÍanbalÐs. Laoust, Makdisi, and their students 
were enthusiastic about establishing “rationalism” as an essential element of 
Íanbalism, and accordingly, they focused on rational or semi-rational ÍanbalÐs such 
as Ibn ÝAqÐl, Ibn al-JawzÐ, AbÙ YaÝlÁ and Ibn TaymÐyah. Christopher Melchert has 
pointed out that another reason why the Orientalists avoided studying the 
traditionalists and the early ÍanbalÐs was that they found the nature and methodology 
of the books of the traditionalists unattractive. As Melchert notes: 
                                                 
14 Laoust, “Le Hanbalisme”. 
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The attractiveness of a systematic work like the RisÁla[h] of 
ShÁfiÝÐ is undeniable, and scholars are not to be blamed for 
spending time with it. Neither should we be surprised if the taste 
that relishes the RisÁla[h] should be repelled by an unsystematic 
work like al-ÝIlal wa-maÝrifat al-rijÁl of [ÝAbd AllÁh b.] AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal. But scholars should not go from reading the 
RisÁla[h] and similar works because they are attractive to 
dismissing the ÝIlal and the movement behind it as 
unimportant.15 
The 1990s witnessed the indisputable establishment of academic studies on early 
Íanbalism. Christopher Melchert wrote his PhD dissertation in 1992 on “The 
Formation of the SunnÐ schools of law, 9th-10th centuries C.E.” (under George 
Makdisi's supervision), in which he devoted a chapter to the early ÍanbalÐs, and 
especially to the importance of AbÙ Bakr al-KhallÁl as a central figure in the 
formation of the ÍanbalÐ school. This was followed by Nimrod Hurvitz’s PhD 
dissertation on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and the formation of Islamic orthodoxy (1994). 
The works of these two scholars are discussed in detail as follows. 
Christopher Melchert has written several very important studies on early Íanbalism. 
His book on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (2006) is more than a biography. While it starts with 
a biography of AÎmad, the following chapters deal with different aspects of his 
doctrines. One chapter focuses on AÎmad as a learned traditionist (muÎaddith) and 
expert on traditional criticism, another chapter is devoted to AÎmad's jurisprudence 
and gives an account of the formation of the ÍanbalÐ school, and a further chapter 
presents AÎmad as a SunnÐ theologian; here Melchert, drawing on six creeds 
attributed to Ahmad, presents AÎmad’s views against those of other Muslim parties, 
and ends the chapter with a discussion of SunnÐ theology after AÎmad. The 
concluding chapter concerns AÎmad's piety. Melchert has also devoted several 
articles to the study of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. Two of these articles deal with two of 
AÎmad's works, al-Musnad (2005) and al-Zuhd (2011).16 In another article concerning 
AÎmad’s adversaries (1997), Melchert indicates that although AÎmad was against 
various groups of Muslims such as the JahmÐyah, the MuÝtazilah, the ShÐÝah and the 
                                                 
15 Christopher Melchert, “Traditionist-jurisprudents and the framing of Islamic law”, 384. 
16 Idem, “The Musnad of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal: how it was composed and what distinguishes it from the 
Six Books”; idem, “AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s Book of Renunciation”. 
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Rationalists, his main struggle was with the semi-rationalist middle party.17 In yet 
another article on AÎmad and the QurÞÁn (2004), Melchert notes that AÎmad relied 
heavily on the traditions to devise Islamic law. He argues that in this way the 
importance of the QurÞÁn to AÎmad did not come from it being a principle of 
lawmaking, but rather from its importance for purposes of worship and piety.18  
Melchert has produced other studies about early Íanbalism. He has written about the 
ÍanbalÐs and the early ÑÙfÐs in the third and fourth A.H./ninth and tenth centuries 
(2001), and as well as studying the connections between the ÍanbalÐs and the early 
ÑÙfÐs in Baghdad at that time, has also studied GhulÁm KhalÐl (d. 275/888) and his 
inquisition of the ÑÙfÐs, and the conflict between the ÍanbalÐs and al-ÓabarÐ.19  He has 
studied al-BarbahÁrÐ (d. 329/941), the leader of the ÍanbalÐs at this time, and has 
discussed the authenticity of the book, SharÎ al-Sunnah, which was attributed to 
GhulÁm KhalÐl and al-BarbahÁrÐ.  He suggests that it was most probably written by al-
BarbahÁrÐ.20 
Melchert has proposed that the ÍanbalÐ school went through two stages in its 
formation: first, AÎmad’s juridical answers were gathered together by his students; 
secondly, AbÙ Bakr al-KhallÁl compiled AÎmad’s responses in his al-JÁmÐÝ, and also 
wrote a biographical dictionary of the ÍanbalÐs. The formation of the school was 
completed by al-KhiraqÐ (d. 334/945-6) who wrote the first short handbook 
(mukhtaÒar) of the school.21 Melchert's studies have certainly advanced our 
knowledge of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and early Íanbalism. However, he has so far 
devoted only a few pages to AÎmad's political theology. Furthermore, despite 
challenging the attribution of al-Radd Ýala al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah to AÎmad, 
and of ÑÁliÎ's version of al-Zuhd, Melchert has not questioned the authenticity of 
other works and the MasÁÞil that have been attributed to AÎmad.  
Nimrod Hurvitz has also written some significant studies on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and 
early Íanbalism.  His book, The Formation of Íanbalism: Piety into Power (2002), is 
divided into three parts. The first concerns AÎmad Ibn Íanbal's life, family, 
                                                 
17 Idem, “The Adversaries of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal”. 
18 Idem, “AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and the QurÞÁn”. 
19 Idem, “The ÍanÁbila and the early Sufis”. 
20 Ibid., 360-62; idem, “al-BarbahÁrÐ”, in EI3. 
21 Melchert, The Formation, 137, 148. 
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education, and piety (which latter he describes as mild-asceticism, a concept to which 
he has devoted an article22 with a special focus on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal). The second 
part deals with the formation of the ÍanbalÐ school; according to Hurvitz, AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal gathered students around him by sharing his moral standards and mild-
asceticism. In turn, these students went on to transmit his doctrines through 
“collection” books called MasÁÞil.  Thus, for Hurvitz “the ÍanbalÐs were not merely a 
group of lawyers whose sole preoccupation was legal doctrine, but rather members of 
a social movement that maintained distinct moral and theological positions.”23 Hurvitz 
has expanded his opinions about the formation of the ÍanbalÐ school and AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal in various articles, and has stated that AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s legal opinions 
“…served as the main source for the later development of ÍanbalÐ doctrine”24 and 
also that “the most creative development in the formation of the ÍanbalÐ doctrine 
(other than Ibn Íanbal's legal opinions) is the creation of a MukhtaÒar based on al-
KhiraqÐ's editorial policies and opinions.”25 Based on this he has written on al-KhiraqÐ 
and the importance of his MukhtaÒar in the formation of the ÍanbalÐ school (2007).26 
The third part of Hurvitz's book deals largely with the MiÎnah of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
to which he has also devoted an article (2001).   
Hurvitz has made some significant comments and pointed out some important issues 
regarding the ÍanbalÐ school, especially with regard to AÎmad's mild-asceticism and 
his social circle. However, there are also some major problems with his writings.  
First, he does not make sufficient use of primary sources. For example, as indicated in 
Chapter II below, Hurvitz acknowledged only three of the MasÁÞil collections 
attributed to AÎmad and used them infrequently in his book. He acknowledged two 
other MasÁÞil in later articles, but also made it clear that he had not seen them and had 
therefore not used them. By contrast, eight of the MasÁÞil are examined in the present 
study. Furthermore, Hurvitz has made judgements on the importance of al-KhallÁl's 
works without even mentioning any of them. Other examples of the limited use that 
Hurvitz makes of primary sources are listed in the following chapters. 
                                                 
22 Nimrod Hurvitz, "Biographies and mild asceticism: a study of Islamic moral imagination". 
23 Hurvitz, The Formation, 73. 
24 Hurvitz, “The MukhtaÒar  of al-KhiraqÐ and its place in the formation of ÍanbalÐ legal doctrines”, 15. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid. 
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The second issue with Hurvitz’s work is that he does not seem fully to understand the 
nature of some early texts, which has led him to make erroneous assumptions about 
them. For example, he claims that “almost all of Ibn Íanbal's confidants and early 
disciples were known for their loyalty to him and their moral uprightness, but none 
excelled as [a] transmitter of traditions, and therefore nearly all were ignored by 
compilers of Traditionist biographical dictionaries.”27 Moreover, Hurvitz has wrongly 
assumed that Ibn Íajar al-ÝAsqalÁnÐ’s book, TahdhÐb al-TahdhÐb, is concerned with 
including the entries of transmitters of tradition whose dates of death span the period 
from 256 to 275 A.H.28 However, the TahdhÐb al-TahdhÐb only records transmitters of 
tradition who appeared in the traditional chain of the Six Books. The authors of these 
books were approximately the same age as AÎmad's students, so it would not have 
been acceptable for them to transmit the traditions of their peers. On the other hand, 
they would have been able to transmit the traditions of older generations.   
Three of the authors of the Six Books transmitted traditions directly from AÎmad: 
namely al-BukhÁrÐ (d. 256/870), Muslim (d. 261/875) and AbÙ DÁwÙd al-SijstÁnÐ (d. 
275/889).  Meanwhile, the other three authors transmitted AÎmad’s traditions through 
his students: that is, al-TirmidhÐ (d. 279/892) through AbÙ DÁwÙd, AÎmad b. al-
Íasan al-TirmidhÐ, and al-Kawsaj; al-NasÁÞÐ (d. 303/915) through his son ÝAbd AllÁh, 
and his students al-Kawsaj, al-Íusayn b. ManÒÙr al-NaysÁbÙrÐ, ÝAbd al-Malik al-
MaymÙnÐ, ÝAmr b. ManÒÙr al-NasÁÞÐ, MuÎammad b. IsmÁÝÐl al-TirmidhÐ, MuÎammad 
b. DÁwÙd al-MiÒÒÐÒÐ and MuÎammad b. YaÎyÁ al-DhuhlÐ; and Ibn MÁjah (d. 273/887) 
through ÝAbbÁs al-ÝAnbarÐ and MuÎammad b. YaÎyÁ al-DhuhlÐ.29 Thus, TahdhÐb al-
TahdhÐb is not the right book for examining the identities of those among Ahmad’s 
students who transmitted traditions. 
Hurvitz also misinterprets some Arabic texts as will be seen in later chapters.  
Furthermore, he misspells the names of some of AÎmad's close pupils: for example, 
he writes al-MarwadhÐ instead of al-MarrÙdhÐ and FawzÁn instead of FÙrÁn. 
A number of other scholars have written important studies on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and 
the early ÍanbalÐs. For instance, in her Chapters on marriage and divorce: responses 
                                                 
27 Hurvitz, The Formation, 77-8. 
28 Ibid., 180 fn. 24. 
29 YÙsuf b. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn al-MizzÐ, TahdhÐb al-KamÁl fÐ asmÁÞ al-rijÁl, 1: 440-42. 
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of Ibn Íanbal and Ibn RÁh[a]wayh (1993), Susan Spectorsky has translated and edited 
the legal answers of AÎmad and Ibn RÁhawayh on marriage and divorce from three of 
the MasÁÞil collections. Her work covers the MasÁÞil of AbÙ DÁwÙd, al-Kawsaj and 
ÝAbd AllÁh and includes short introductions on each of them. Furthermore, she 
devotes some of the introduction to her book to studying the central issues of marriage 
and divorce in Islamic law. Despite her translations of these chapters, the book does 
not tell us much about AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s MasÁÞil. However, Spectorsky has built 
upon this work in a short article on AÎmad's fiqh which she summarises as follows:  
Ibn Íanbal readily answers questions on non-controversial 
matters, but whenever he knows of conflicting traditions or 
conflicting opinions, he refuses to risk allowing his own answer 
to become authoritative. In fact, he answers all questions in 
terms of traditional criticism. If he cannot answer a question 
satisfactorily within the framework of traditions, he prefers not 
to answer at all.30 
Other scholars who have devoted chapters in their books to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and 
the doctrines of the early ÍanbalÐs include Michael Cooperson and Michael Cook. 
Cooperson has presented the biographies of four individuals who claimed to be the 
“heirs of the prophets” in his book, Classical Arabic biography: the heirs of the 
prophets in the age of al-MaÞmÙn (2000). He devotes the fourth chapter to AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal who is cited as an exemplar of the ÎadÐth-scholars, and discusses AÎmad's 
piety and Inquisition with an emphasis on whether he capitulated to the caliph as to 
whether the QurÞÁn was created. Although Cooperson relies on early sources to 
explore AÎmad's piety (e.g., KitÁb al-WaraÝ), his life, and Inquisition (ÑÁlÐÎ and 
Íanbal's accounts), he has also benefited from modern studies such as the works of 
Melchert and Joseph Van Ess. The most important part of Cooperson’s study, from 
my point of view, is his work on the relationship between AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and 
Bishr b. al-ÍÁrith al-ÍÁfÐ. He also devotes an article to the relationship between these 
two outstanding figures (1997).31 
                                                 
30 Susan Spectorsky, “AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s fiqh”, 461. 
31 Coopreson, Classical Arabic Biography, 178-87 ; idem, “Ibn Íanbal and Bishr al-ÍÁfÐ: a case study 
of biographical traditions”. 
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Meanwhile, Michael Cook has devoted fours chapters of his book, Commanding right 
and forbidding wrong in Islamic thought (2001), to the study of the ÍanbalÐs. Of chief 
concern here are the two initial chapters, the first of which focuses on AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal while the second deals with the ÍanbalÐs in Baghdad. In addition to 
examining the theoretical doctrines of AÎmad and his early followers on commanding 
right and forbidding wrong, these chapters also explore many of the ÍanbalÐ practices 
of al-amr bi-al-maÝrÙf wa-nahy Ýan al-munkar. In addition they examine the 
relationship between AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and the early ÍanbalÐs, and the state and 
general population of Baghdad. Cook’s ideas are presented and discussed in more 
detail in Chapters V and VI of this study. 
As has been said above, AÎmad’s entries in EI1 and EI2 were written by Goldziher 
and Laoust respectively.  In EI3, which has has not yet been printed, AÎmad’s entry is 
written by Livnat Holtzman and is less significant than the earlier entries. Holtzman’s 
writing shows no familiarity with AÎmad’s works. For example, she attributes to 
AÎmad a book called al-WaraÝ (as can be found in other sources such as Sezgin and 
Laoust); however, this book is by AbÙ Bakr al-MarrÙdhÐ (whose name is wrongly 
spelled several times in Holtzman’s article as al-MarwazÐ). Another example is 
Holtzman’s claim that AÎmad “allow[ed] himself a certain degree of reasoning”, and 
then cites Abrahamaov to support this claim. Abrahamov based his claim on al-Radd 
ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah, a book that is wrongly attributed to AÎmad and 
whose authenticity is doubted by Holtzman in the same article. 
It is not possible to make a thorough study of the political theology of AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal and the early ÍanbalÐs without referring to the works of Ira Lapidus and 
especially his article on “The separation of state and religion in the development of 
early Islamic society” (1975). Lapidus saw the formation of Íanbalism as “the third 
step in the separation of state and religious and communal life”,32 and in this regard 
commented that:  
Íanbalism fused the tradition of autonomous religious activity 
with the heritage of political activism and rebellion borne by the 
ahl-KhurÁsÁn – a fusion with explosive implications for the 
                                                 
32 Lapidus, “The Separation of state and religion in the development of early Islamic society”, 370. 
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religious authority of the Caliphate and for the relations between 
state and religion.33  
He linked the formation of Íanbalism to the people of KhurÁsÁnÐ origin who were 
living in al-ÍarbÐyah in Baghdad during the tenth century (fourth A.H.).34 Thus, 
according to Lapidus, first the MuÔÔawwiÝah movement and then the ÍanbalÐs 
emerged from among these people. In reply, Wilferd Madelung wrote an article 
(1990) refuting the views of Lapidus on the formation of Íanbalism, demonstrating in 
particular that Sahl b. SalÁmah, a leader of the MuÔÔawwiÝah movement, was a 
MuÝtazilÐ rather than a proto-ÍanbalÐ. Accordingly, he was of the opinion that the 
followers of Sahl b. SalÁmah could not be ÍanbalÐs since, in his words, they consisted 
largely “of the very elements against whom Sahl b. SalÁmah and his supporters had 
sought to protect themselves.”35 The differing views of Lapidus and Madelung, and 
AÎmad’s attitudes towards Sahl b. SalÁmah and the MuÔÔawwiÝah movement are all 
discussed further in Chapter V of this study. 
There are a number of other books that must be mentioned here. The most important 
modern Arabic work on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal up till now is MuÎammad AbÙ Zahrah’s 
Ibn Íanbal: ÎayÁtuhu wa-ÝaÒruh, ÁrÁʾuhu wa-fiqhuh  [Ibn Íanbal: his life and times, 
his doctrines and jurisprudence] (1947). As its title indicates, AbÙ Zahrah's book was 
divided into two parts. The first concerned AÎmad's life, education, knowledge, and 
his objectives as a scholar. AbÙ Zahrah’s main argument in this section of the book 
was that AÎmad was a faqÐh and a muÎaddith (as opposed to just a faqÐh as some 
scholars suggest). In the first part, AbÙ Zahrah also considered AÎmad's piety and 
way of life, and the Inquisition, and ended by providing an overview of the politics of 
the period in which AÎmad lived and of the juridical and theological conflicts in 
which he became involved. For his knowledge of AÎmad, AbÙ Zahrah relied heavily 
on Ibn al-JawzÐ’s ManÁqib al-imÁm AÎmad, AbÙ NuÝaym’s Íilyah al-awliyÁÞ, and 
various other books including those by al-DhahabÐ. 
The second part of AbÙ Zahrah’s book concerned AÎmad’s doctrines and 
jurisprudence. It started by examining AÎmad's theology. Importantly, AbÙ Zahrah 
                                                 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid., 382. 
35 Wilferd Madelung, “The Vigilante Movement of Sahl b. SalÁma al-KhurÁsÁnÐ and the origins of 
Íanbalism reconsidered”, 336. 
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argued that although AÎmad followed the QurÞÁn and the Sunnah, he was not an 
anthropomorphist. AbÙ Zahrah used the works of Ibn TaymÐyah and Ibn Qutaybah for 
this section, as well as the creeds attributed to AÎmad in ManÁqib AÎmad. The second 
part also dealt with AÎmad's political opinions. Here AbÙ Zahrah used only AÎmad's 
creeds as reported in the ManÁqib. The rest of the book was then devoted to the 
transmission of the ÍanbalÐ school, its development, and its principles, with certain 
legal issues being studied from a ÍanbalÐ perspective in the process. In this part of his 
book AbÙ Zahrah used only later sources, especially books by Ibn TaymÐyah and Ibn 
al-Qayyim. Therefore, in summary, although AbÙ Zahrah used some late and doubtful 
sources, his book is still highly important for current scholars of the ÍanbalÐ school. 
Another modern Arabic work is ÝAbd AllÁh al-TurkÐ’s UÒÙl madhhab al-imÁm AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal: dirÁsah uÒÙlÐyah muqÁranah [The Principles of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal's 
School: a comparative uÒÙlÐ study] (1974). However, because the author relied on 
later sources to study the ÍanbalÐ school this book does not provide a very good 
understanding of AÎmad's principles: hence scholars wanting to study later Íanbalism 
would find it more useful.  
Some scholars wrote introductory studies on the ÍanbalÐ school of law to provide 
guidance to its scholars. books, and terminologies, etc. The ÍanbalÐ Syrian scholar, 
ÝAbd al-QÁdir Ibn BadrÁn (d. 1927), wrote the posthumously-published work al-
Madkhal ilÁ madhhab al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal [Introduction to the School of 
ImÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal]. Ibn BadrÁn divides his book into eight chapters that cover 
the theological and juridical principals of the school. He also relays and comments on 
AÎmad’s creeds, which are mainly found in ÓabqÁt al-ÍanÁbilah, and ManÁqib al-
ImÁm AÎmad. For the principles of the ÍanbalÐ school, it is clear that Ibn BadrÁn 
depends on later ÍanbalÐ scholars such as Ibn MufliÎ (d. 763/1363), Ibn al-Qayyim 
(d. 751/1350) and al-MardÁwÐ (d. 885/1480). He devotes a chapter to the famous 
ÍanbalÐ books with a short introductory essay for each, while ÍanbalÐ terms are dealt 
with in another chapter. More recently, Bakr AbÙ Zayd has published a major work 
on Íanbalism entitled, al-Madkhal al-mufaÒÒal ilÁ fiqh al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
wa-takhrÐjÁt al-aÒÎÁb [A Comprehensive introduction to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal's 
jurisprudence and the expositions of the ÍanbalÐs] (1997). This book is a useful tool 
for those who are interested in studying the ÍanbalÐ school since it gives an overview 
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of the school's development, key ÍanbalÐ scholars and books, special ÍanbalÐ legal 
terms, and a wide range of other information relevant to the school. Furthermore, AbÙ 
Zayd makes his enmity and lack of respect for Orientalism clear throughout the 
book.36 
There are some books that treat AÎmad as a critic of ÎadÐth. Although these books are 
important for studying AÎmad’s method of criticising traditions, they do not add 
anything of major significance to the subject of this thesis.37 
Scholars have produced a great deal of work on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and Íanbalism; 
however, little attention has been given to examining the authenticity of his works and 
his political theology. This thesis is an attempt to provide a detailed examination of 
AÎmad’s works in theology and jurisprudence, and to apply the outcome of this 
scrutiny to a study of his political theology and its impact on the evaluation of the 
political theology of early Sunnism in general. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
36 Bakr AbÙ Zayd, al-Madkhal al-mufaÒÒal ilÁ fiqh al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal wa-takhrÐjÁt al-aÒÎÁb, 
1: 431. 
37 For example: BashÐr ÝAlÐ ÝUmar, Manhaj al-imÁm AÎmad fÐ Ýilal al-ÎadÐth; Abū Bakr LaÔÐf KÁfÐ, 
Manhaj al-imÁm fÐ taÝlÐl al-taÝlÐl wa-ahtarhu fÐ al-jarÎ wa-al-taÝdÐl. 
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Part One 
AÎmad’s works 
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Primary sources and methodology 
 
Only in recent decades have the authentic works of the eponymous SunnÐ schools of 
law been closely scrutinised. In his Studies in early Islamic jurisprudence (1993), 
Norman Calder provided an important examination of some of the early texts of these 
schools, including those of AbÙ ÍanÐfah, MÁlik and al-ShÁfiÝÐ. Applying a 
hermeneutical method and stressing the contradictions, Calder re-dated the majority of 
these works, maintaining that the books were not attributable to the eponyms of these 
schools of law, and that they were delivered over time by circles of scholars who 
studied questions of law, and listed them in these books. 
Calder’s work prompted wide debates among the academic community, but it was the 
“authentic” nature of the eponymous works that became a fundamental question in the 
later texts. Only AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s works stayed largely untouched. Apart from the 
book attributed to AÎmad, al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah,38 other works 
were accepted as having been written by AÎmad himself, or, at least, as having 
presented his doctrine.  
There are, of course, some exceptions. In his article on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s al-
Zuhd,39 Christopher Melchert examined two versions of the book; the first of which 
was narrated by AÎmad through his son ÝAbd AllÁh, while the second was narrated by 
another son, ÑÁliÎ. Melchert concludes that the latter version was mistakenly 
attributed to ÑÁliÎ; rather it constituted a selection of extracts from an early 
manuscript of ÝAbd AllÁh’s version, although the author’s name was omitted and 
someone instead ascribed the book to ÑÁliÎ.  
Nimrod Hurvitz has devised a way of examining the reports surrounding AÎmad’s 
biography. He divides the early sources into two groups: ‘family members’ and 
‘anonymous contemporaries’. On the one hand, Hurvitz notes that the family 
members’ reports are within the bounds of possibility. There are no miracles or 
exaggerations relating to AÎmad’s moral life. In general, there is nothing in these 
                                                 
38 Melchert, AÎmad, 101; Cooperson, Classical Arabic biography, 125; Holtzman, “AÎmad b. Íanbal”, 
in EI3. 
39 Melchert, “AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s Book of Renunciation”, 348-49.   
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reports that is obviously unbelievable. On the other hand, Hurvitz points out some 
problems about this group of narrators. He notes that these family members were 
ideologically motivated. In order to repair AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s image, the family 
members probably omitted, rather than invented, unrealistic and unsuitable aspects of 
AÎmad’s biography. However, Hurvitz concludes that “each specific anecdote seems 
reliable.” 
The exaggerations of AÎmad’s morality, his miracles and the stories about his 
supernatural feats come from anonymous contemporaries: therefore their reports 
should be “analysed carefully and used selectively”.40  
Several problematic questions can challenge Hurvitz’ methodology.  
1- There are limitations in dividing the reports from AÎmad into two groups only. In 
fact, there are other groups that should be mentioned. The first is AÎmad’s close 
disciples, such as al-MarrÙdhÐ, FÙrÁn, Ibn HÁniÞ and AbÙ DÁwÙd. The reports from 
this group are very important in understanding both AÎmad’s life and juridical 
opinions. The second are students who collected ÎÁdÐths or maybe some juridical 
opinions from AÎmad but they were not necessarily followers of his doctrines. This 
group make up the vast majority of AÎmad’s 500 students that were included in Ibn 
AbÐ YaÝlÁ al-FarrÁÞ’s TabaqÁt al-ÍanÁbilah.  
2- Hurvitz calls the people who narrated exaggerated reports from AÎmad, such as his 
neighbour al-WarkÁnÐ, ‘anonymous contemporaries’; however, this is an inaccurate 
label as some of their names are known to us. Moreover, being unknown to us these 
days does not mean that they were not known to people during their time. 
3- Not all exaggerated reports were merely being narrated through those “anonymous 
contemporaries”. Hurvitz gives an example of one such implausible miracle, which 
was narrated by an unknown contemporary of AÎmad. While AÎmad was being 
flogged, his trousers threatened to fall to the ground, but AÎmad prayed to God to 
keep them; thus the trousers were restored and fastened securely. This story was 
additionally narrated by AÎmad’s pupil AbÙ Bakr al-MarrÙdhÐ.41  
                                                 
40 Hurvitz, the Formation, 6-7. 
41 ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad al-BalkhÐ, QabÙl al-akhbÁr wa-maÝrifat al-rijÁl, 2: 153. 
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4- Hurvitz does not pay attention to the differences between the reports of AÎmad’s 
family members and those reports which appear in later sources. It seems he accepts 
both reports, and presumably this is why he accepts the authenticity of AÎmad’s 
attributed book al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah as it was related from 
AÎmad on his son ÝAbd AllÁh’s authority. However, evidently, many reports were 
attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal in later sources through his family members, as will 
be shown in this study. 5- Hurvitz also ignores the contradictions between the reports 
from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal which were told by his family such as the differences 
between different versions of ÑÁliÎ’s SÐrah or between ÑÁliÎ’s SÐrah and his cousin 
Íanbal’s MiÎnah. Some of these differences will be presented in the last chapter of 
this study. 
The most important methodological questions concern the authenticity of the books, 
and the opinions attributed to AÎmad by his immediate followers. The first part of this 
thesis is devoted to a close examination of both the theological and jurisprudential 
works attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. The first chapter of this study scrutinises 
AÎmad’s creeds and al-Radd, while the second chapter explores his MasÁÞil. This 
study argues that the contradictions between different reports attributed to AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal suggest that these reports do not present AÎmad’s own views; rather they 
reflect the disagreements among AÎmad’s students or, in wider circles, among the 
traditionalists in the third and early-fourth AH/ninth and tenth centuries.  
Another method is to look for quotations of the reports attributed elsewhere in the 
literature to AÎmad, and to seize on those that were not attributed to him. This way of 
reading the texts is based on the assumption that, when faced with two readings that 
are equally acceptable, we should choose the more difficult text, supposing that a 
careless scribe will be more likely to have substituted a familiar word for an 
unfamiliar one. For the purposes of this study, this mode of reasoning encourages the 
view that scribes would have been more inclined to ascribe texts authored by people 
of unexceptional or modest fame to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal than to assign his texts to 
lesser names.  
A third method focuses on the purported transmitters of Ahmad’s reports. This 
method is used to support other evidence, rather than as a means of independent 
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argument. To this end, and in order to support other arguments, I have mainly paid 
attention to two things: namely, the weaknesses of the transmitters, and breaks (inqÔÁÝ) 
in the chains of transmission.Choosing AÎmad Ibn Íanbal as a central figure in SunnÐ 
theology, and the religio-political subject that is the imÁmah, will shed light on the 
development of traditionalist political theology in the formation period of Islamic 
ideology. 
Four categories of ÍanbalÐ literature are used here. The first includes theological 
books and creeds attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, which will be studied in the first 
chapter of the thesis. Second are the works of AÎmad’s immediate followers, such as 
the MasÁÞil collections, his opinions on theology, and his critique of the transmitters 
of the traditions, which are all examined in Chapter Two. The third is al-KhallÁl’s 
work al-JÁmiÝ, which is the most insightful contribution when examining AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal’s legal opinions. One can use al-KhallÁl as a reliable source since at times he 
included variant reports, and at other times contradictory reports from the MasÁÞil of 
AÎmad’s students. He did not exclude reports that he did not like or agree with; we 
now see that the reports he related to the MasÁÞil match other reports in other sources. 
One should be careful about reports that al-KhallÁl did not transmit directly from the 
MasÁÞil; however, he might have transmitted them indirectly. It could even be 
suggested that those reports that al-KhallÁl did not directly transmit from the MasÁÞil 
collectors should be treated as a fourth group. This fourth group or category consist of 
reports which were found in later sources (from the fourth A.H./tenth century and 
afterwards). One should be careful not to relate these reports to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
but also to the student who claimed to hear them from AÎmad. These reports need to 
be examined carefully and used selectively. 
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Chapter I 
AÎmad’s theology 
1.1. AÎmad’s creeds 
1.1.1. Introduction 
 
Watt glosses the term creed (ÝaqÐdah) as “dogma” or “articles of faith”,1 a definition 
which has been expanded by Wensinck:  
A creed may take various forms: it may consist only of a few words 
or may be a whole treatise; it may be a doxology, a short phrase, or 
a work on dogmatics. This is as true of Islam as it is of Christianity; 
moreover, in both religions the short formula is anterior to the 
creed, which in its turn is anterior to the treatise on dogmatics2 
Wensinck notices that creeds represent the faith of the community in opposition to 
that of the sects. This means creeds reflect the struggle of the community;3 their 
elements are mostly geared to proselytism and polemic. There are always two parties: 
“We” the community who hold the correct belief; and “They” the sects (heresiarchs) 
who hold the false belief. 
RiÃwÁn al-Sayyid indicates that the purpose of the traditionalists’ creeds is to prove 
their identity through denying the beliefs of others.4 This means that the attitude of 
“Us” is explored with respect to the attitudes of “Them”. On one occasion, AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal was asked: 
 أ ةصخر مھل لھ :لئس دمحأ تعمس :يناتسجسلا دوواد وبأ لاقتكسي مث ﷲ ملاك :لجرلا لوقي ن  
 ؟تكسي ملو :لاق  
ثيح نكلو ،توكسلا هعسي ناك هيف سانلا عقو ام لاول ؟نوملكتي لا ءيش يلأ اوملكت 
 “Is it acceptable for someone to say ‘[the QurÞÁn] is God’s words’ and 
remains silent [without adding ‘and uncreated’]?” AÎmad answered: “Why 
do they become silent? If there had not been [disagreement on the QurÞÁn] 
                                                 
1 Montgomery Watt, “AþÐda”, in EI2. 
2 A.J. Wensinck, The Muslim creed: its genesis and historical development, 1. 
3 Ibid., 102. 
4 RiÃwÁn al-Sayyid, “Ahlu al-Sunnah wa al-JamÁÝah: dirÁsah fÐ al-takawwun al-ÝaqadÐ wa al-siyasÐ”, 
234. 
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between the people, he might have been silent. But when they have 
discussed [the QurÞÁn] theologically (yatakallamÙn) for what reason do they 
not discuss (yatakallamÙn) [i.e., and add ‘uncreated’]?”5 
The same idea can be found in a report narrated from AÎmad by ÝUthmÁn al-DÁrimÐ 
(d. 289/893), who quotes AÎmad saying 
 درلاو مھتفلاخم نم ًاّدب دجن مل هورھظأ املف ،ءلاؤھ هيف ضوخي نأ لبق اذھ نع توكسلا ىرن انك
مھيلع  
We used to choose keeping silent on this [matter] before they had talked 
about it. However, when they expressed [their belief], we had no 
alternative but to differ from them and to refute them6 
 
Al-Sayyid considers the traditionalists’ creeds in the third A.H./ninth century to have 
appeared in a “completed system”, aimed at answering the rationalists’ questions, and 
protecting the belief of the common people (al-ÝÁmmah) by giving them a reliable and 
coherent text. Furthermore, they did not claim these creeds as their own, but rather 
they attributed them to the salaf (the early Muslims). The aim of this attribution was 
to approve their own legitimacy on the one hand; and to assert the ‘real identity’ of 
the Muslims (which continues and has not been disrupted) on the other.7 One can note 
that the traditionalists’ creeds start with a sentence that claims this is the “Belief of 
Ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-JamÁÝah”, or “These are the principles of the Sunnah, on which 
the leaders of the pious early Muslims and the foundational jurisprudents have 
reached a consensus” or “Ahl al-Sunnah reached a consensus on …”, or “I found the 
scholars (ÝulamÁÞ) in the East and the West believe ...”. 
The remarkable point is that, in some later traditionalists’ creeds, the authority of the 
salaf was merged or supplanted with an assertion of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s belief, and it 
was common to say: “This is what AÎmad believes” instead of “This is what the salaf 
or the traditionalists believe”. IbrÁhÐm al-ÍarbÐ (d. 285/899), for example, states  
 انبولق يف ىقلأ وھ ،لبنح نبا دمحأ لوق وھف ؛ثيدحلا باحصأ لوق اذھ :مكل لوقأ ءيش لك– 
نيعباتلاب ءادتقلااو ،ةباحصلا ليواقأو ... ﷲ لوسر ثيدح عاّبتا ًاناملغ انك ذنم  
 
                                                 
5 (AbÙ DÁwÙd) SulaymÁn b. al-AshÝath al-SijistÁnÐ (hereafter: AbÙ DÁwÙd), MasÁÞil al-imÁm AÎmad, 
355. 
6  ÝUthmÁn b. SaÝÐd al-DÁrimÐ, NaqÃ al-imÁm AbÐ SaÝÐd ÝUthmÁn b. SaÝÐd ÝalÁ al-MarisÐ al-JahmÐ al-ÝanÐd 
fÐmÁ iftarÁ ÝalÁ AllÁh Ýazza wa jalla min al-tawÎÐd, 1: 538. 
7 al-Sayyid, “Ahlu al-Sunnah wa-al-JamÁÝah”, 258. 
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Whatever I tell you this is the traditionalists’ view (ahl al-ÎadÐth), it 
is AÎmad’s view, who had taught us since we were young to follow 
the traditions of God’s Messenger …, the Companions’ sayings and 
to model ourselves after the Successors8  
 
Some others used to say: “I believe what AÎmad believes” to confirm that their belief 
was correct. The famous example of this is the preeminent SunnÐ theologian AbÙ al-
Íasan al-AshÝarÐ (d. 324/936) who states in his book al-IbÁnah that he follows the 
doctrines of the Book, the Sunnah, the Companions, the Successors and the 
traditionalists; then he insists on his adherence to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.9  
Moreover, some people submitted their creeds to AÎmad in order to obtain his 
agreement and thereby give the creed more authority. Ibn HÁniÞ recounts the 
following anecdote 
 
 لعجف ،هلأسي وھو ﷲ دبع يبأ دنع ًلاجر ترضح رملأا سأر ،ﷲ دبع ابأ اي :لوقي لجرلا
 اضرلاو هرملأ ميلستلاو هرمو هولح هرشو هريخ ردقلاب ناميلإا نأ :ىلع نيملسملا عامجإو
؟هئاضقب  
.معن :ﷲ دبع وبأ لاقف  
؟صقنيو ديزي ،لمعو لوق ناميلإاو :هل لاق مث  
.معن :لاقف  
؟رجافو رب لك فلخ ةلاصلاو :لاق مث  
.معن :لاق  
لاو :لاق لاأو .اصع لاو فيسب ناطلسلا ىلع جرخي لاو ،هئاول تحت ربصلاو ناطلسلا عم داھج
؟بنذب لاإ ًادحأ رفكي  
.رفك دقف ةلاصلا كرت نم ،تكسا :ﷲ دبع وبأ لاق  
؟رفاك وھف قولخم هنإ :لاق نمو .قولخم ريغ ﷲ ملاك نآرقلاو :لاق  
.معن :لاقف  
؟ةرخلآا يف ىري ،لجو زع ،ﷲ نأو :لاق  
اق.معن :ل  
؟ريكنو ركنمو ربقلا باذعو :لاق  
.يمھج وھف هذھ نم ةدحاو ركنأ نمو ،هلك اذھب نمؤن :ﷲ دبع وبأ لاق  
 
I came upon a man with AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] as he was 
asking him, saying: “O AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh, ‘The head of the matter [i.e., 
Islam] and the consensus of the Muslims [is]: to believe in the qadar 
(predestination), good or bad, sweet or bitter [all are coming from God] 
and to surrender to His order and contentment in His qaÃÁÞ’ 
AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh said: yes. 
Then [the man] said to him: ‘And the faith (ÐmÁn) comprises speech and 
action. And it increases and decreases’. 
                                                 
8 MuÎammad b. (AbÐ YaÝlÁ) MuÎammad b. al-Íusayn Ibn al-FarrÁÞ (hereafter: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ), ÓabaqÁt 
al-ÍanÁbilah, 1: 234. 
9 ÝAlÐ b. IsmÁÝÐl al-AshÝarÐ, al-IbÁnah Ýan uÒÙl a-diyÐnah, 20-21. 
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[AÎmad] said: yes. 
Then [the man] said: ‘And praying behind anyone, pious or sinful’. 
[AÎmad] said: yes. 
[The man] said: ‘And performing JihÁd with the sulÔÁn and standing 
under his flag, and not rebelling against the sulÔÁn by sword or stick, and 
not calling any one an infidel (kÁfir) on account of a sin’. 
AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad] said: ‘Be silent! Whoever does not pray is an 
infidel’. 
[The man] said: ‘And the QurÞÁn is God’s words uncreated; and whoever 
says it is created is an infidel’. 
[AÎmad] said; yes. 
[The man] said: ‘And God will be seen in the Hereafter’. 
[AÎmad] said: yes. 
[The man] said: ‘And the chastisement of the grave, and Munkar and 
NakÐr’.  
AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad] said: ‘We believe in all of these, and whoever 
rejects one of them is a JahmÐ’.10 
 
Another remarkable point of the traditionalists’ creeds is their similarity. In their main 
articles, the traditionalist creeds agree with each other not only in their articles of 
belief, but even in their use of the same words to present these beliefs. These 
similarities were taken by some traditionalists as proof of the correctness of their 
beliefs. AbÙ al-MuÛaffar al-SamÝÁnÐ (d. 489/1096) claims that if the traditionalists’ 
creeds are examined closely, all of them (even when there are differences in place and 
time) exhibit the same belief “as if it had come from one heart and one tongue”. This 
similarity, according to al-SamÝÁnÐ, proves that the traditionalists hold the correct 
beliefs. They are not like the other sects who have internal disagreements. Al-SamÝÁnÐ 
attributes this similarity to the fact that the traditionalists derive their beliefs from the 
QurÞÁn and the Sunnah and the traditional way of transmission (ÔarÐq al-naql). In 
contrast, the innovators derive their beliefs from rational methods and opinions (al-
maÝqÙlÁt wa-al-ÁrÁÞ) which leads them to dissension and disagreement.11 
The earliest traditionalists’ creeds are claimed to go back to the second half of the 
second/eighth century, attributed to al-AwzÁÝÐ (d.157/774)12 and SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ 
(d.161/777).13 However, the authorship of these creeds can be doubted; they were 
                                                 
10 IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 2: 156.  
11 By: IsmÁÝÐl b. Muhammad al-AÒbahÁnÐ, al-Íujjah fÐ bayÁn al-maÎajjah wa-sharÎ ÝaqÐdat ahl al-
Sunnah, 1: 224-27. 
12 Hibat AllÁh b. al-Íasan al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd Ahl al-Sunnah wa al-jamÁÝah: min al-kitÁb wa 
al-Sunnah wa ijmÁÝ al-ÑaÎÁbah wa al-TabiÝÐn min baÝdihum, 1: 174. 
13 Ibid., 1: 170-73. 
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probably attributed at a later date. Reliably dateable creeds only go back to the second 
quarter of the third/ninth century. These include the creeds of al-ÍumaydÐ 
(d.219/834)14 and MuÎammad b. ÝUkkÁshah al-KirmÁnÐ (d. after 225/840).15 
Turning to the creeds of AÎmad b. Íanbal, Laoust has identified and numbered six 
creeds related to AÎmad, all of which are found in Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ’s book ÓabaqÁt al-
ÍanÁbilah.16 Western scholars have accepted them as genuine and used them to study 
AÎmad’s theological views, even though some have considered these creeds to be a 
collation of AÎmad’s doctrines by members of his school rather than his own words.17 
In the following section these creeds will be examined and an attempt will be made to 
delineate their relationship to AÎmad himself. 
 
1.1.2. Creed I: 
This is known as ÝAqÐdat al-IÒÔakhrÐ referring to AÎmad b. JaÝfar al-IÒÔakhrÐ al-FÁrisÐ 
(d.?)18 who, allegedly, transmitted it from AÎmad.19 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ quotes 
from this creed and names it KitÁb al-RisÁlah li-AÎmad.20 A late manuscript entitled 
IÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-JamÁÝah includes this creed, but in the chain of 
transmission it is called KitÁb al-Sunnah.21 
Presumably, the creed first appeared in Damascus at the end of the tenth century, with 
all its transmissions going back to ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad al-NihÁwandÐ al-MÁlikÐ 
(d.?),22 who transmitted it in Damascus. At the time when the creed appeared, 
                                                 
14 ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-Zubayr al-ÍumaydÐ, UÒÙl al-Sunnah. 
15 See Creed II. 
16  Laoust,  La Profession de foi d'ibn Baṭṭa, xv-xvi. 
17 See: Laoust, in Ibid.; and Melchert, Ahmad, 83. In addition to Laoust and Melchert, these creeds are 
used widely by Western scholars. For instance, See: Montgomery Watt, the Formative period of 
Islamic thought:, 292-95; Idem, Islamic creeds, 29-40; Wilferd Madelung, Der Imam al-Qasim ibn 
Ibrahim und die Glaubenslehre der Zaiditen, 225-8; Idem, Religious trends in early Islamic Iran, 22-25; 
Wesley Williams, “Aspects of the creed of imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal: a study of Anthropomorphism in 
early Islamic discourse”, 441-63; Thomas Sizgorich, Violence and belief in late Antiqiuty: militant 
devotion in Christianity and Islam, 235. Only Michael Cook in his book (Commanding right and 
forbidding wrong in Islamic thought, 110-11 fn. 232) doubts the authenticity of Creed I according to al-
DhahabÐ’s criticism. 
18 We do not have much information about him. See: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 54. 
19 Ibid., 1: 54-74. 
20 MuÎammad b. al-Íusayn Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, (hereafter: AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ), al-ÝUddah fi uÒÙl al-fiqh, 
2:94.  
21AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (attrib.), IÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah wa al-JamÁÝah, fols. 1A- 2A. 
22 See: ÝAlÐ b. al-Íasan Ibn ÝAsÁkir al-DimashqÐ (hereafter: Ibn ÝAsÁkir), TÁrÐkh MadÐnat Dimashq, 21: 
310-12; 32: 175. 
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Damascus was under FÁÔimid control.23 Subsequently, the creed spread from 
Damascus and became known to the ÍanbalÐs in Baghdad and AÒfahÁn.24 
The relevant points here are that this creed was attributed to AÎmad by a MÁlikÐ 
follower, not a ÍanbalÐ, under the authority of the ShÐÝÐ FÁÔimids, not the SunnÐ 
ÝAbbÁsids and in Damascus not in Baghdad, where the school of ÍanbalÐs was based.  
These facts alone should cause immediate concern over the accuracy of the 
attribution. 
The creed deals with a number of theological issues:25 
1- The ÐmÁn (faith) comprises speech, actions, intention and adherence to the 
Sunnah. ÐmÁn increases and decreases; and it is permitted to insert 
conditionality in one’s statement of faith (called istithnÁÞ concerning ÐmÁn in 
the creed), providing this does not express doubt on the part of the believer. 
For example one might say: anÁ muÞmin in shÁÞ AllÁh, and this istithnÁÞ is a 
path followed by the pious ‘early Muslims’ (al-salaf). He said: “And if a man 
is asked: ‘Are you a believer?’ He would reply: ‘I am a believer, God willing 
(in shÁÞ AllÁh)’, or ‘I hope that I am a believer’, or he would say: ‘I believe in 
God (AllÁh), His angels, His books and His Messengers’.” 
2- All of the qadar (predestination), good or bad, sweet or bitter, comes from 
AllÁh; and all sins are due to the qadar. 
3- The community should not declare anyone of the people of al-Qiblah (i.e., 
those who pray towards the KaÝbah in Mecca) to be put in Paradise or unless 
that is recorded in a tradition (ÎadÐth) from the Prophet. 
4- The caliphate belongs to the Quraysh, which means that the caliphs come only 
from the Quraysh tribe; and people should obey their caliphs. The creed then 
presents the rights of the caliphs and the rights of the Muslims community 
including the demand to avoid fitnah (sedition) and the prohibition on calling 
any member of the people of Qiblah an infidel (kÁfir) on account of a sin, 
unless that is reported in a Prophetic tradition. 
                                                 
23See the entry of al-NahÁwandÐ in Ibid., 32: 174-75. 
24 Several traditionists transmitted this creed from al-NahÁwandÐ, and took it out of Damascus to 
Baghdad and IÒfahÁn. See: AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, IbÔÁl al-taÞwÐlÁt li-akhbÁr al-ÒifÁt,1: 45-46, and Ibn 
AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 54-74. 
25 For a translation of this creed, see: Watt, Islamic creeds, 29-40, and for a summary of it, see: 
idem,The Formative period of Islamic thought, 292-95.  
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5- The creed, also, includes the belief in the emergence of al-DajjÁl, and the 
affliction in the grave, and all things that will happen after death and in the 
Hereafter, such as al-ÍawÃ (the pool), al-ÑirÁÔ (a broad way), al-nafkh fÐ al-
ÑÙr (trumpet) and al-ShafÁÝah (intercession). These things are known in later 
Islamic theology as SamÝÐyÁt (items of belief based on the transmitted texts 
only). 
6- The attributes of God: the creed lists a large number of God’s attributes. It 
even includes some extreme attributes, which may be considered for most 
Muslims as constituting anthropomorphism, such as God’s moving (Îarakah) 
and laughing, his limit (Îadd), his having fingers and a mouth. 
7- The command to assert the good qualities of the Companions, and to be silent 
concerning their faults. Furthermore, anyone who criticises them is an 
innovator and a RÁfiÃÐ, and should be asked to retract. If he does not, then he 
shall be jailed until death or until he repents. 
8- The creed is hostile towards rational jurisprudents (aÒÎÁb al-raÞy) who rely on 
their common sense and analogical reasoning (qiyÁs). The creed also declares 
anyone using raÞy and qiyÁs to be an innovator and one who has strayed; 
whilst at the same time, supporting the traditionalists and taqlÐd.  
9- There is a list of parties of innovation (bidÝah). In this creed, more than twelve 
theological parties are listed and rejected. These include the MurjiÞah, 
QadarÐyah, MuÝtazilah, RÁfiÃah, ZaydÐyah, KhawÁrij, ManÒÙrÐyah and 
ÍasanÐyah.26  
10- The creed mentions some other points, such as a preference for Arabs over 
non-Arabs, and declares that profit and trade are licit. 
 
The authenticity of this creed that is its attribution to AÎmad is in doubt. It is probably 
the creed of Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl al-KirmÁnÐ (d.280/893) a student of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
and one of the MasÁÞil collectors from AÎmad and others. This creed is included in his 
MasÁÞil, in which Íarb summarises his understanding of correct belief on the 
authority of his traditionalist masters. As he says: 
                                                 
26 Melchert studied these parties and the creed’s attitude towards them. See: Melchert, Ahmad ibn 
Hanbal, 89-93; and idem, “the Adversaries of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal”, 236-37. 
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This is the madhhab of the people of knowledge, the people of the 
transmissions, and the people of Sunnah, those who hold fast to its (i.e., 
the Sunnah’s) roots, are known by it, and by whom, one can follow [the 
Sunna]; and I have known the scholars of ÝIrÁq, ÍijÁz and ShÁm and 
others to be in support of it. Hence, whosoever opposes any part of 
these doctrines, or refutes it or finds fault with anyone who endorses it, 
is an innovator and outside the community (jamÁÝah), a deviant from the 
way of Sunnah and the true path. Moreover, this is the madhhab of 
AÎmad [Ibn Íanbal], IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm b. Makhlad [Ibn RÁhawayh], 
ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-Zubayr [al-ÍumaydÐ] and SaÝÐd b. ManÒÙr, and others, 
with whom we sat and from whom we took knowledge27 
   
In his MasÁÞil work, Íarb writes the creed under the title: BÁbu al-qawli fÐ al-
madhhab;28 and then he writes approximately thirty-three chapters presenting his 
evidence and the authority for this creed. From these chapters we can distinguish the 
various roots of the creed, which can be illustrated by the following examples: 
1- In his creed Íarb declares this:  
 هقلخ نم نئاب وھو ،هلك كلذ ملعي ،ايلعلا ةعباسلا ءامسلا قوف ،شرعلا ىلع ،ىلاعتو كرابت ،ﷲ
هدحب ملعأ ﷲ ،دح هلو ،هنولمحي ةلمح شرعللو ،شرع و .ناكم هملع نم ولخيلا  
God, the most high, is on the throne, upon the seventh highest heaven, and 
knows all [things]. He is separate from his creation, and no place is free 
from his knowledge. God has a throne, and this throne has carriers to carry 
it; and He [i.e., God] has a Îadd (limit), God is the most aware of his own 
Îadd29 
In later chapters, Íarb makes clear the sources of his belief in the Îadd: He states “I 
asked IsÎÁq [Ibn RÁhawayh], ‘Is [God on] the throne with a Îadd?’ He answered, 
‘Yes, with a Îadd.’ And he related it to Ibn al-MubÁrak: ‘He [God] on his own throne, 
                                                 
27  Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl al-KirmÁnÐ, MasÁÞil al-ImÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal wa-IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh, (hereafter: 
Íarb, MasÁÞil), 355. 
28 Ibid., 355-66. 
29  Ibid., 359. 
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separated from his creation, with Îadd’. After that, Íarb reported Ibn al-MubÁrak’s 
comment with his own transmission (isnÁd).30 
2- Of the preference among the Companions, Íarb states: 
 ،يبنلا دعب ةملأا ريخو... لاقو .نامثع رمع دعب مھريخو ،رمع ركب يبأ دعب مھريخو ركب وبأ ،
 مھريخو :ةنسلاو ملعلا لھأ نم موقنامثع ىلع موق فقوو .يلع نامثع دعب  
The best of the nation (ummah), after the Prophet, ... is AbÙ Bakr; and 
the best of them after AbÙ Bakr is ÝUmar; and the best of them after 
ÝUmar is ÝUthmÁn. Some other SunnÐ scholars (ahl al-Ýilm wa-ahl al-
Sunnah) say: and the best of them, after ÝUthmÁn, is ÝAlÐ. Some others 
end at ÝUthmÁn31 
 
The details of this disagreement among the people of the Sunnah are found in the later 
chapters of Íarb’s MasÁÞil, where Íarb claims that he asked AÎmad Ibn Íanbal about 
the Companions, and the latter answered: “The best of the nation is AbÙ Bakr, 
followed by ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn; and ÝAlÐ is one of the caliphs”. Similarly, some of 
the traditionalists whom Íarb had asked had ended with ÝUthmÁn, and did not count 
ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion, as Ibn Íanbal does. These include Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, 
AbÙ al-RabÐÝ al-ZahrÁnÐ and MuÝÁdh b. MuÝÁdh. AbÙ Thawr was quoted as saying: 
“AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then the five, who are: ÝAlÐ, ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr, 
SaÝd [Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ] and ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn [b. ÝAwf]”. On the other hand, IsÎÁq Ibn 
RÁhawayh and Hudbah b. KhÁlid state that ÝAlÐ is the fourth best of the Companions.32 
It was from the authority of these figures named above that Íarb designed his creed, 
and because of the disagreement among them about counting ÝAlÐ as the fourth best of 
the Companions he makes his creed explicit about this matter. 
3- In his definition of some sects (RÁfiÃah, ManÒÙrÐyah and ÍasanÐyah33), Íarb 
was apparently relying on YÙsuf b. AsbÁÔ’s (d.195/811) definition which he narrated 
in his MasÁÞil.34  However, Íarb does not always present his sources, especially in 
some extreme points of his creed. For instance, in his MasÁÞil, he states: “God spoke 
to MusÁ and handed him the Torah from God’s hand to his hand”,35 and in al-
                                                 
30  Ibid., 412. 
31  Ibid., 361. 
32 Ibid., 439.  
33The name of this party was written differently in different places. In some resources it is termed al-
ÍasanÐyah and at others al-KhashabÐyah. But as Ibn AsbÁÔ and Íarb are talking about a ZaydÐ group, it 
is, probably, al-ÍasanÐyah referring to al-Íasan b. ÑÁliÎ Ibn Íay (d.168/785), a ZaydÐ scholar. 
34 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 437-38. 
35 Ibid., 360. 
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IÒÔakhrÐ’s version “God spoke to MusÁ with his mouth”.36 Íarb does not give his 
source for the handing (and probably for the attribution of the mouth to God). Other 
examples include one when Íarb says: “Whoever rejects al-taqlÐd, and claims that he 
does not rely, in his belief, on another’s authority is impious, an innovator and an 
enemy of God and his Prophet”.37 He, also, claims that God moves, laughs and He 
created Àdam after His own image. 38 Yet, Íarb did not quote any one in support of 
these points.  
Apparently, the creed of Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl was widely known by the title al-Sunnah wa-
al-JamÁÝah in the tenth-century Eastern Islamic world; and because this creed includes 
a list of “innovator” parties, and because of its statement of extreme 
anthropomorphism, the creed became an object of refutation and criticism by some 
MuÝtazilÐs and also by some SunnÐs. The MuÝtazilÐ scholar AbÙ al-QÁsÐm al-BalkhÐ 
(d.319/931) wrote a book to refute Íarb’s creed and to criticise traditionists and 
traditionalists.39 In response, al-Íusayn al-RÁmahurmuzÐ (d.360/970-1) wrote his 
book al-MuÎaddith al-fÁÒil bayna al-rÁwÐ wa-al-wÁÝÐ to defend the traditionalists’ 
method and to refute al-BalkhÐ. However, he also criticised Íarb because he valued 
transmission without understanding the meaning (akthara min al-riwÁyah wa-aghfala 
al-istibÒÁr).40 
We can now address how far this creed accurately represents AÎmad’s theology 
(ÝaqÐdah). As has been shown above, Íarb not only declares AÎmad’s beliefs, but he 
declares the traditionalists’ view in the third A.H./ninth century in which AÎmad was 
one among these traditionalists. Although this creed, in general, coincides with 
AÎmad’s general beliefs, we cannot, with complete certainty, attribute it to AÎmad. 
This is because it has other origins besides him, and apparently the words are not 
AÎmad’s but Íarb’s.41 In the eighth A.H./fourteenth century, the Muslim historian, al-
DhahabÐ, strongly criticised this creed, and said that it was erroneously attributed to 
                                                 
36 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 62.  
37 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 362. 
38 Ibid.,360. 
39YaqÙt b. ÝAbd AllÁh al-ÍamawÐ, MuÝjam al-buldÁn, 3: 296. 
40 al-Íusayn b. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn al-RÁmahurmuzÐ, al-MuÎaddith al-fÁÒil bayna al-rÁwÐ wa-al-wÁÝÐ, 309-
11. 
41 See: AÎmad b. ÝAbd al-ÍalÐm Ibn TaymÐyah, al-IstiqÁmah, 1: 73. 
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AÎmad.42 Furthermore, he criticised the traditionists, who transmitted the creed 
without subjecting it to criticism.43 This is the same with Ibn al-WazÐr (d. 840/1436) 
who presents a lengthy criticism designed to prove the falsity of this “disapproved 
creed” (al-ÝaqÐdah al-munkarah).44 These two scholars rejected attribution of the creed 
to AÎmad because it contains extreme views that are impossible for AÎmad to believe 
in; in addition, the creed was transmitted through untrust-worthy individuals.  
Ibn TaymÐyah demonstrates his own suspicions of this creed.45 On the one hand, he 
knows Íarb’s creed and quotes from it.46 On the other hand, he talks in some places, 
about the two creeds (Íarb’s and al-IÒÔakhrÐ’s) as one creed and criticises some of its 
articles, stating that the transmitters of this creed are unknown people (majÁhÐl). Also, 
he argues that it did not appear in the books of those who were concerned with the 
collation of AÎmad’s words. These included al-KhallÁl (in his book al-Sunnah) and 
other IrÁqÐs who knew AÎmad’s books47 or those who were well-known for narrating 
AÎmad’s words. His pupil Ibn al-Qayyim quotes most of the creed and relates it to 
Íarb not to al-IÒÔakharÐ.48  
In addition, another version of the creed was related to MuÎammad b. Wahb al-
QurashÐ (?), who is claimed to have heard it from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.49 However, it is 
obvious that this is an edition of much later version of the creed since its extreme 
anthropomorphic imagery of divine attributes (such as the mouth, edge and moving) 
were removed. 
1.1.3. Creed II 
 
This creed is related to AÎmad by al-Íasan b. IsmÁÝÐl al-RabaÝÐ,50 who claims that 
 نيعباتلا نم ًلاجر نوعست عمجأ :ةنحملا تحت رباصلاو ةنسلا لھأ مامإ ،لبنح نبا دمحأ يل لاق
ﷲ لوسر اھيلع يفوت يتلا ةنسلا نأ ىلع راصملأا ءاھقفو فلسلا ةمئأو نيملسملا ةمئأو 
                                                 
42MuÎammad b. AÎmadal-DhahabÐ, Siyar aÝlÁm al-nubalÁÞ, 11: 286; al-DhahabÐ, TÁrÐkh al-IslÁm wa-
wafayÁt al-mashÁhÐr wa-al-aÝlÁm, 18: 136. 
43  al-DhahabÐ, Siyar,11: 302-3. 
44MuÎammad b. IbrÁhÐm Ibn al-WazÐr, al-ÝAwÁÒim wa-al-qawÁÒim fÐ al-dhabb Ýan sunnah AbÐ al-
QÁsim, 3: 311-17. 
45 Ibn TaymÐyah, IqtiÃÁÞ al-ÒirÁÔ al-mustaqÐm li-mukhÁlafah aÒÎÁb al-jaÎÐm, 1:376. 
46 Ibn TaymÐyah, DarÞ taÝÁruÃ al-Ýaql wa-al-naql, 2: 7, 22-23.  
47  But as was shown above, AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ quoted this creed. 
48MuÎammad b. AbÐ Bakr Ibn Qayyim al-JawzÐyah, ÍÁdÐ al-arwÁÎ ilÁ bilÁd al-afrÁÎ, 2: 826-42. 
49 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (attrib.), IÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-jamÁÝah, MS. 
50 Another unknown person, see: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 349. 
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AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, the leader of the people of the Sunnah and the one 
who was patient during the Inquisition, said to me, “Ninety men of the 
Successors, the leaders of Muslims, the leaders of the early Muslims 
and the jurisprudents of the regions have reached a consensus on the 
Sunnah on which the Prophet died51 
 
This creed is the shortest creed among those attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
consisting of brief comments on qadar, ÐmÁn, and the belief that the QurÞÁn is 
uncreated. Amongst the various theological issues discussed in the creed are the 
obedience to the caliphs and the requirement to be patient under their rule, going to 
JihÁd with them and not fighting against them. The creed also deals with the 
preference between the Companions, and lists them in this order: AbÙ Bakr, ÝUmar, 
ÝUthmÁn and ÝAlÐ.  
The creed was narrated in Baghdad in the late fifth A.H./eleventh century. Ibn AbÐ 
YaÝlÁ (d. 526/1132) and AbÙ ÓÁhir al-SilafÐ (d. 576/1180), both narrated it from al-
MubÁrak b. ÝAbd al-JabbÁr (d. 500/1107) who narrated it with his own isnÁd up to al-
Íasan al-RabaÝÐ.52 However, before that, the creed had been known for long time and 
in many places as the creed was declared in 225/840 by MuÎammad b. ÝUkkÁshah al-
KirmÁnÐ (d. after 225/840) who aimed to represent the traditionalists’ view of 
theology. Al- KirmÁnÐ’s creed can be found in the works of al-MalaÔÐ (d. in ÝAsqalÁn 
377/987), NaÒr al-MaqdisÐ (d. Damascus 490/1096), Ibn al-BannÁÞ (d. Baghdad 
471/1087) and Ibn ÝAsÁkir (d. Damascus 571/1176). 53  
However, al-KirmÁnÐ claimed that the people of the Sunnah wa-al-JamÁÝah have 
reached a consensus on the articles of this creed, and after that he names more than 
thirty traditionalists who had vouched for the authority of the creed. The significant 
point in al-KirmÁnÐ’s list is that he counts IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh, Ibn Íanbal’s friend 
                                                 
51Ibid., 1: 349-50.  
52 Ibid.; and AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-SilafÐ, al-Mashyakhah al-BaghdÁdÐyah, fol. 71-B. In al-SilafÐ’s 
version it is “seventy men” instead of “ninety” as in Ibn Ab YaÝlÁ. However, it is quite easy in Arabic 
writing to mix up between ninety and seventy. 
53 MuÎammad b. AÎmad al-MalaÔÐ, al-TanbÐh wa-al-radd ÝalÁ ahl al-ahwÁÞ wa-al-bidaÝ, 14-17; al-Íasan 
b. AÎmad Ibn al-BannÁÞ, al-MukhtÁr fÐ uÒÙl al-sunnah, 103-6; NaÒr b. IbrÁhÐm al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar 
al-Íujjah ÝalÁ tÁrik al-maÎajjah, 2: 381-88; Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh MadÐnat Dimashq, 9: 299-302. There 
are two significant studies of al-KirmÁnÐ's creed by FahmÐ JadÝÁn and RiÃwÁn al-Sayyid, even though 
both of them named it as Umayyah b. ÝUthmÁn al-ÂamrÐ’s creed. See: FahmÐ JadÝÁn, RiyÁÎ al-ÝaÒr: 
qaÃÁyÁ markazÐyah wa-ÎiwÁrÁt kÁshifah, 219-76; al-Sayyid, “Ahlu al-Sunnah wa al-JamÁÝah”, 252-68. 
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and contemporary, as one of the Ahl al-Sunnah leaders, but AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
himself was unmentioned. In addition, and in order to confirm his creed, al-KirmÁnÐ 
asserted that he presented it three times, in his dream, before the Prophet MuÎammad, 
who agreed with the whole creed, with particular emphasis on two points: the 
preference of ÝUthmÁn over ÝAlÐ and abstention from debating the differences that 
arose among the Companions. However, some traditionalists accused al-KirmÁnÐ of 
being a fabricator, one who lies to support the Sunnah and to make people display 
moral behaviour.54 AbÙ ZurÝah al-RÁzÐ, a famous traditionalist and a student of 
AÎmad, met him and described him as a “liar who does not know how to lie”,55 and 
AbÙ ZurÝah, and others use the above-mentioned dream to illustrate al-KirmÁnÐ’s 
lying tendencies.  
In sum, this creed is not AÎmad’s but was attributed to him at a later date. An 
interesting story shows that some traditionalists found it is necessary to have 
AÎmad’s agreement on this creed. Al-MalaÔÐ reports that the caliph al-Mutawakkil 
asked AÎmad to present to him the Sunnah and al-JamÁÝah which AÎmad learned 
from the traditionalists, who learned it from the Successors, who had learned it from 
the Companions who learned it from the Prophet. AÎmad, according to the story, 
narrated to him this creed with the dream.56 This fabricated story illustrates how much 
AÎmad’s approval is important to give legitimacy to the traditionalists’ creeds. 
1.1.4. Creed III 
 
This is attributed to AÎmad through ÝAbdÙs b. MÁlik al-ÝAÔÔÁr (d.?). ÝAbdÙs was a 
Baghdadi traditionalist and one of AÎmad’s pupils, and studied with other 
traditionalists in Baghdad, such as Ibn MaÝÐn.57 According to al-KhallÁl, AÎmad 
respected him, and they remained on very friendly terms;58 he was “one whom 
AÎmad trusted”.59  
                                                 
54 AÎmad b. ÝAlÐ Ibn Íajar al-ÝAsqalÁnÐ, LisÁn al-MÐzÁn. 7: 351-53. 
55 (AbÙ ZurÝah) ÝUbayd AllÁh b. ÝAbd al-KarÐm al-RÁzÐ, “suÞÁlÁt al-BardhaÝÐ”, 2: 539.  
56 al-MalaÔÐ, al-TanbÐh, 17. 
57 AÎmad b. ÝAlÐ al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdadÐ, TarÐkh BaghdÁd, 12: 417. 
58 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 166. 
59 See: al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 11: 268. A story in Íanbal b. IsÎÁq Ibn Íanbal’s (hereafter: Íanbal) book 
Dhikr miÎnat al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 86, supports this claim. 
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The creed was transmitted by MuÎammad b. SulaymÁn al-JawharÐ (al-MinqarÐ) from 
ÝAbdÙs, and by the first decade of the tenth century (the last decade of the third HijrÐ 
century) this creed was known in Iraq and Egypt on account of the efforts of al-
JawharÐ, who transmitted it in Egypt and presumably in Iraq, Syria and al-ThughÙr 
(AnÔÁkiyah and al-MiÒÒÐÒah) also.60 However, al-JawharÐ was also accused as one 
who confuses the reports of the authentic narrators, and reports dubious narrations 
from weak authorities.61 
This creed is mainly an attack on MuÝtazilÐ doctrine. It starts with the importance and 
the authority of the Sunnah, and the demand that people should adhere to it. After 
that, the creed refers to belief in qadar, ruÞyah (the believers will see God in the 
Hereafter) and the uncreated nature of the QurÞÁn. Next the creed contains the 
doctrines of the SamÝÐyÁt, such as ÍawÃ, MÐzÁn (scales) and ShafÁÝah. Concerning the 
preference between the Companions, the creed, as with Creed I above, lists them in 
the following order: AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar and then ÝUthmÁn, after that AÒÎÁb al-
shÙrÁ, ÝAlÐ, ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAwf and SaÝd Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ. 
Then the creed talks about the caliphs’ rights. After that it declares that whoever dies 
of the people of the Qiblah who profess belief in one God should be prayed over and 
His forgiveness will be requested. One must not, says the creed, refuse to pray over 
him on account of any sin he has committed. Moreover, no one from the people of the 
Qiblah can be placed in Hell or Paradise by his actions. The creed ends by stating the 
meaning of kufr, fusÙq and nifÁq. 
Interestingly this creed was related in three different transmission chains to different 
authorities: 
1- To AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, as was presented above. 
2- To ÝAlÐ Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, one of AÎmad’s teachers, later one of his adversaries 
because of his cooperation with AÎmad Ibn AbÐ DuÞÁd during the time of 
Inquisition.62 
                                                 
60 AÎmad b. HarÙn al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 172, 174; Al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ, 1: 175-85; al-KhaÔÐb al-
BaghdadÐ, al-KifÁyah fÐ Ýilm al-riwÁyah, 51; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 166-74. al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar 
al-Íujjah, 1:235. 
61 MuÎammad Ibn ÍibbÁn, KitÁb al-majrÙÎÐn min al-muÎaddithÐn, 2: 328.   نع يتأيو ،تاقثلا ىلع رابخلأا بلقي
 تاقزلملاب ءافعضلا 
62 al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ, 1: 185-192. 
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3- To AÎmad Ibn Íanbal who transmitted it from ÝAlÐ Ibn al-MadÐnÐ.63  
Between AÎmad’s and Ibn al-MadÐnÐ’s versions there are some differences, the most 
significant being: 
1- In the version that was related to AÎmad (AV) ruÞyatu AllÁh is discussed in 
two places; these two places are not found in the version related to Ibn al-
MadÐnÐ (MV). Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, at the time of Inquisition, was known for his 
relationship with Ibn AbÐ DuÞÁd, and was accused by AÎmad of helping Ibn 
AbÐ DuÞÁd to show him the weakness of the transmissions of aÎÁdÐth al-
ruÞyah.64 
2- In the end of MV there is a list of people, the love of whom is a sign of being 
a SunnÐ, including AbÙ Hurayrah and ÝUmar b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz and others. By 
contrast, it is a bad sign if one loves AbÙ ÍanÐfah and his raÞy. This list is not 
found in AV. 
Another significant aspect is that this creed is similar, in many points, to SharÎ al-
Sunnah, the creed which is attributed to GhulÁm KhalÐl (a Basran like Ibn al-MadinÐ) 
or al-BarbahÁrÐ. The similarity between the two creeds does not come only from the 
resemblance of the details in the opinions but goes further to the use of the same 
words.  
It may be more likely that this creed is from Ibn al-MadÐnÐ. It was then related to 
AÎmad; this is more likely than its being AÎmad’s creed which was then related to 
Ibn al-MadÐnÐ. The reason for this is that, when the creed first appeared, it was normal 
for traditionalists to use AÎmad as a normative marker of the correct belief, and to 
relate their belief to AÎmad not to Ibn al-MadÐnÐ. Moreover, it is more logical that if 
this creed were attributed to Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, the parts on ruÞyah would not have been 
removed. Since this belief of ruÞyah is not added in MV, it is hard to believe that it 
was AÎmad’s creed which was then attributed to Ibn al-MadÐnÐ. Another possibility is 
that one of Ibn al-MadÐnÐ and AÎmad’s students wrote this creed based on the 
authority of his traditionalist masters (the same as the Creed from Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl); 
                                                 
63 al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar al-Íujjah, 1: 235. 
64 Íanbal, Dhikr, 69; al-MizzÐ, TahdhÐb al-KamÁl, 21: 22. 
43 
 
 
AÎmad and Ibn al-MadÐnÐ are among them. After that this creed is attributed once to 
AÎmad and another time to Ibn al-MadÐnÐ. 
1.1.5. Creed IV 
 
The fourth creed was related to AÎmad through MuÎammad b. Íumayd al-AndarÁbÐ 
(d.?). 65 
This creed is transmitted from AÎmad in three different ways: 
1- By al-AndarÁbÐ; in Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ’s ÓabaqÁt this creed is related to al-AndarÁbÐ 
without an isnÁd.66 
2- MuÎammad b. YÙnus al-SarakhsÐ (d.?), narrated in Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ’s ÓabaqÁt.67 
3- al-SarakhsÐ < al-AndarÁbÐ < AÎmad, narrated in Ibn al-JawzÐ’s ManÁqib.68 
 However, both of these transmitters, al-AndarÁbÐ and al-SarakhsÐ are unknown. 
This creed is one of the shortest, and deals mainly with the qadar, the ÐmÁn, the 
preference between the Companions and the belief that the QurÞÁn is uncreated. 
Additionally, the creed mentions the rights of caliphs and emirs, SamÝÐyÁt and some 
practices not involving belief (praxy not doxy), such as trade and that the takbÐr 
(declaring God’s greatness, the AllÁhu Akbar passage) should be performed four 
times at funerals. 
However, as one has come to expect with these creeds, the creed is related, in some 
early sources, to another traditionalist, not to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. In this case, the 
creed was attributed to al-ÝAbbÁs b. MÙsÁ b. Miskawayh (d.?), who, it is said, 
declared it to the caliph al-WÁthiq (r. 227-32/842-47) during the Inquisition. Al-
ÝAbbÁs claimed that the caliph punished him, and after he had declared the creed, the 
caliph pulled out four of al-ÝAbbÁs’s teeth and released him. Al-ÝAbbÁs, then, met 
with AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, who thanked him for his patience under the Inquisition. 
AÎmad, al-ÝAbbas claimed, said that: “We should write it [i.e., the creed] on our 
                                                 
65 Laoust reads his name as MuÎammad b. ÍabÐb al-AndarÁnÐ, and that is what is in the old edition of 
ÓabaqÁt (al-FiqÐ’s edition), 1:294, but the editor of the new and more accurate edition (al-ÝUthaymÐn) 
reads it MuÎammad b. Íumayd al-AndarÁbÐ, which is prevalent in other ÍanbalÐ discourses. 
66 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 293-95. 
67 Ibid., 2: 392-94. 
68 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 222-24. 
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mosques’ doors and teach it to our children and family”. He then ordered his son 
ÑÁliÎ to write al-ÝAbbÁs’s story on a white parchment (raqq) and keep it. In this way, 
AÎmad said, it is one of the best reports he will ever write; and will, thereby, meet 
God on the path of the people of the Sunnah and the JamÁÝah.69 It is obvious that this 
story is one of the traditionalists’ myths about the Inquisition. Moreover, we have a 
third version of this creed which is related to Bishr b. al-ÍÁrith al-ÍÁfÐ (d. 227/841).70 
Altogether, this indicates that the authenticity of this creed can be seriously 
questioned. 
1.1.6. Creed V 
 
This creed is thought to be related to AÎmad by MuÎammad b. ÝAwf al-ÍimÒÐ (d. 
272/885). Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ claims that he found this creed written by AÎmad al-SinjÐ (d. 
after 400/1009) who narrated it by his own transmission (isnÁd) from AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal (Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ did not mention the isnÁd of the creed).71 However, this creed 
is more likely to be a combination of two creeds: the first is similar to Creed III, 
which is placed as the first part of this creed; and the second represents a very 
extreme traditionalist theology. This excessiveness can be illustrated by the following 
examples:  
1- In his preference between the Companions, and by contrast to all other riwÁyÁt 
from AÎmad, Ibn ÝAwf asserts that AÎmad said: 
ﷲ لوسر دعب سانلا ريخو ...  مھنإف ،ﷲ دبع ابأ اي :هل تلقف .يلع مث نامثع مث رمع مث ركب وبأ
 لضافن انك :رمع نبا ثيدحب مھتثدح امنإ ،ّيلع ﷲو اوبذك :لاقف ؟نامثع ىلع تفقو كنإ :نولوقي
بنلا كلذ غلبيف ،نامثع مث رمع مث ركب وبأ :لوقن انك ،... ﷲ لوسر باحصأ نيب .،هركني لاف ... ي
 نامثع ىلع فقو نمف ،ةجح كلذ يف ٍدحلأ سيل ،دحأ نيب ءلاؤھ دعب اورياخت لا :... يبنلا لقي ملو
ةنسلا ريغ ىلع وھف يلعب عبري ملو 
“The best person after the Messenger of the God is AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, 
then ÝUthmÁn and then ÝAlÐ”.  
Then I [Ibn ÝAwf] said: “O AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh, they claim that you end at 
ÝUthmÁn.”  
AÎmad replied: “They falsely attributed these to me. I have only related to 
them the ÎadÐth of Ibn ÝUmar:  
                                                 
69 ÝUbayd AllÁh b. MuÎammad Ibn Battah, al-IbÁnah Ýan sharÐÝat al-firqah al-nÁjiyah wa-mujÁnabat al-
firaq al-madhmÙmah, 6: 284-86. The story, without the creed, is reported in al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar, 2: 
325-29. 
70 al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar, 2: 394-96.  
71 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 339.  
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‘We used to establish a preference among the Companions of the 
Messenger of God, saying: AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn. The 
Prophet heard this and did not reject it’.  
Yet, AÎmad added, “the Prophet did not order one not to prefer [among the 
Companions] after those. Nobody has evidence of [the demand to end at 
ÝUthmÁn]; and hence, whoever ends at ÝUthmÁn and does not say ÝAlÐ is the 
fourth (yurabbiÝ bi ÝAlÐ), is not [speaking in accordance with] the Sunnah.” 
 
This condemnation of those who end at ÝUthmÁn and do not say ÝAlÐ is the fourth best 
of the Companions is not found in any other sources relating to AÎmad. The majority 
of sources, including the oldest, relate that AÎmad ended at ÝUthmÁn; some other 
sources claim that AÎmad accepts ÝAlÐ as being the fourth. However, no source, in my 
knowledge, except this creed, ascribes to AÎmad the view that anyone who does not 
say ÝAlÐ is the fourth best Companion is not “on the Sunnah”.72 Furthermore, al-
KhallÁl and then AbÙ YaÝlÁ collected different riwÁyÁt from AÎmad on this issue, and 
none of them referred to Ibn ÝAwf’s version.73 It is more likely that this creed which 
was not known to them (but became known through Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ who found it) was 
written by AÎmad al-SinjÐ (after 400/1009). 
2- The manner in which ÎadÐths (traditions) are used differs between the first and the 
second halves of the creed. While the first half, which is similar to creed III, uses very 
well-known and sound ÎadÐths, the second half uses unknown and unsound ÎadÐths. It 
is not possible that all these were used by AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, who is famous for his 
critique of ÎadÐths. One of these questionable ÎadÐths is that the Prophet forbade 
people to pray behind QadarÐyah, MurjiÞah, RÁfiÃah and JahmÐyah, and to pray at 
their funerals. And, yet, all of these parties were established after the Prophet’s death. 
In sum, this creed combines two creeds, the first part was probably influenced by 
creed III and the second part seems to be extracted from a (currently unknown) very 
extreme creed. 
1.1.7 Creed VI 
This creed is a letter from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal to Musaddad b. Musarhad (d. 228/842-
43), who had asked him about the Inquisition (miÎnah) and the disagreements 
                                                 
72 For the different riwÁyÁt related to AÎmad regarding AlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib, see below (3.2.3). 
73 See: al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 404-11; and AbÙ YaÝlÁ al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah min kitÁb al-
RiwÁyatayn wa-al-wajhayn: masÁÞil min uÒÙl al-diyÁnÁt, 41-51. 
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amongst the people concerning qadar, rafÃ, iÝtizÁl, the creation of the QurÞÁn and 
irjÁÞ.74 
The first part of this creed is dedicated to rejecting the doctrines of the JahmÐyah, 
MuÝtazilah and RÁfiÃah. The second part deals with the samÝÐyÁt, some practices 
which are not concerned with belief (more than those mentioned in Creed IV) and 
expressing a preference among the Companions. 
Regarding this creed, two points need to be made: 
1- In Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ’s and al-MaqdisÐ’s versions, the preference between the 
Companions went as follows: AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then ÝAlÐ; 
whereas in Ibn al-JawzÐ’s version this preference ended at ÝUthmÁn, without 
including ÝAlÐ as the fourth best of the Companions. In this version, AÎmad 
relied on Ibn ÝUmar’s ÎadÐth of preferring among the Companions (see above 
in Creed V). 
2- In this creed, AÎmad mentioned his disagreement with al-ShÁfiÝÐ over the 
takbÐr (declaring AllÁhu Akbar) at funerals. AÎmad said that the takbÐr should 
be performed at a funeral four times, but if the imÁm adds a fifth, one should 
add it with him. Then he mentioned his disagreement with al-ShÁfiÝÐ who said 
if the imÁm adds the fifth, one should perform the prayer again. 
The preference among the Companions is not the only difference which can be found 
in the various versions of this creed. For instance, in AbÙ SaÝÐd al-NaqqÁsh’s 
(d.414/1023) version,75 which was presumably that used by AbÙ YaÝlÁ,76 the creed 
states “God comes down, every night, to the lowest heaven, and His throne is not 
unoccupied by him”. This sentence is not found in either of the versions we have 
now. 
However, at some points of this creed, AÎmad’s doctrine can be identified as it is found 
in other riwÁyÁt. For example in this creed the JahmÐyah are divided into three groups: 
                                                 
74 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 426-32 ; Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 224-29; al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar al-Íujjah, 
2: 366-79. 
75 AÎmad b. ÝAbd al-ÍalÐm Ibn TaymÐyah, MajmÙÝ fatÁwÁ shaykh al-IslÁm AÎmad Ibn TaymÐyah, 5: 
380-82. 
76 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, IbÔÁl, 1: 261. 
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the first who say the QurÞÁn is created; the second who say the QurÞÁn is God’s word 
and do not say if it is created or uncreated (wÁqifah); and the third who say the 
pronunciation of the QurÞÁn (lafÛ) is created. This division is found in this creed and in 
that of his son ÑÁliÎ, though not in his MasÁÞil work.77 On the other hand some points 
can be contrasted with the mainstream of AÎmad’s riwÁyÁt. For example, in this creed 
AÎmad defined the RÁfiÃah as those who prefer ÝAlÐ to AbÙ Bakr and say ÝAlÐ was 
converted to Islam before AbÙ Bakr. In other riwÁyÁt, AÎmad defined the RÁfiÃah as 
those who not only prefer ÝAlÐ over them, but also curse AbÙ Bakr and ÝUmar.78 
The outstanding figure among the ÍanbalÐs in AsfahÁn in the fifth A.H./eleventh 
century, ÝAbd al-RaÎman b. MuÎammad Ibn Mandah (d.470/1078) rejects the 
supposed authenticity of this letter, on the basis that AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-
BardhaÝÐ, who transmitted it from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, is unknown.79 Ibn TaymÐyah 
argues against Ibn Mandah saying that this letter was well-known among ÍanbalÐs 
and Ahl al-Sunnah, and they all accept it. Moreover, Ibn TaymÐyah adds, AbÙ YaÝlÁ 
Ibn al-FarrÁÞ relied upon it and included it in his notes in his own handwriting.80 
However, AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-BardhaÝÐ, as Ibn Mandah suggests, is an unknown 
person, and his name is spelled differently in different sources. In some sources he is 
AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-BardhaÝÐ al-TamÐmÐ,81 and in others he is al-TamÐmÐ al-
ZarandÐ,82 and in yet others sources he is al-ÍafiÛ AbÙ al-Íasan ÝAlÐ b. MuÎammad 
al-BardhaÝÐ,83 Although AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ relied on this creed, it was not known 
to al-KhallÁl and other ÍanbalÐs before Ibn al-FarrÁÞ. To conclude, the contradictions 
between the different versions of the creed reflect the conflicts among the 
traditionalists on some aspects of theology, and each group modifies the creed to 
support their position.  
 
 
                                                 
77Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 213-4.  
78 For these riwÁyÁt see: ÝAbd al-IlÁh b. SulaymÁn al-AÎmadÐ, al-MasÁÞil wa-al-rasÁÞil al-marwÐyah Ýan 
al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal fÐ al-ÝaqÐdah, 2: 357- 61. 
79 Ibn TaymÐyah, MajmÙÝ fatÁwÁ, 5: 396. 
80 Ibid. 
81 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib,224. 
82 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 426. 
83 al-MaqdisÐ, MukhtaÒar al-Íujjah, 2: 366. 
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1.2. al-Radd ÝalÁ al-JahmÐyah wa-al-ZanÁdiqah (Refutation of the 
JahmÐyah and Unbelievers) 
 
This is a polemical book attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. However, the authenticity 
of the work has been questioned. Some historians and scholars, such as al-DhahabÐ, 
Ibn al-WazÐr, and then Christopher Melchert,84 Michael Cooperson85 and Livnat 
Holtzman,86 regard it as having been fabricated. On the other hand, there are some 
who believe it to be a credible work; this group includes some ÍanbalÐ scholars, 
Binyamin Abrahamov 87 and Nimrod Hurvitz.88 In this section the veracity of this 
book will be examined. 
Three versions of al-Radd can be identified: 
1-The first version of the book can be dated to the second half of the third A.H./the 
late-ninth and early-tenth centuries: Transmitted by AÎmad’s son, ÝAbd AllÁh (d. 
290/903), in his KitÁb al-Sunnah,89 and by AÎmad’s pupil al-MarrÙdhÐ  (d. 275/888).90 
Both separately claimed to have found the book among AÎmad's possessions after his 
death, and identified the handwriting as being AÎmad’s. In this recension of the book 
AÎmad lists verses, which could be used to prove the attributes of God  and to refute 
the claims of the JahmÐs who doubted them. No marginal comments or asides from 
AÎmad or anyone else are added. 
2-The second and longer version of the book was included in al-KhallÁl's (d. 311/923) 
book al-Sunnah, which was related to AÎmad through his son ÝAbd AllÁh alone.91 The 
chain of narrators was as follows:  al-KhallÁl < al-KhaÃir b. al-MuthannÁ al-KindÐ < 
ÝAbd AllÁh. In this version, more verses are included and the ninety-nine names of 
God are added. However, the book still does not contain any authorial comments or 
any rational arguments. 
                                                 
84 Melchert, AÎmad, 101. 
85  Cooperson, Classical Arabic biography, 125. 
86  Holtzman, “AÎmad Ibn Íanbal”, in EI3. 
87  Binyamin Abrahamov, Islamic theology: traditionalism and rationalism, 14, 77 fn. 21. 
88 Hurvitz, the Formation, 4, 130, 142. 
89  ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (hereafter: ÝAbd AllÁh), KitÁb al-Sunnah, 2: 512- 20. 
90 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 6: 48 
91 Ibid., 6: 49. 
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Very little is known about al-KindÐ. Our only access to his life is through al-KhallÁl’s 
citation which provides few details and does not even indicate where or when he had 
met him.92 The full name of al-KindÐ is cited differently within the available sources; 
in some he is referred to as al-KhaÃir b. al-MuthannÁ al-KindÐ93 and in others he is 
known as al-KhaÃir b. AÎmad.94 Al-KhaÃir b. AÎmad b. al-MuthannÁ appears in yet 
other sources.95 In the late eighth A.H./fourteenth century, the outstanding ÍanbalÐ 
scholar, Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ (d. 795/1393), showed his suspicions concerning al-
KhaÃir. Ibn Rajab described al-KhaÃir as an unknown person (majhÙl) who transmits 
disapproved reports from ÝAbd AllÁh.96 However, both the first and the second 
editions do concur with AÎmad's doctrine, which rejects using human opinions (raÞy) 
or any rational processes of argumentation. ÝAbd AllÁh and al-MarrÙdhÐ97 named the 
epistle as “HÁdhÁ mÁ-aÎtajja bihi AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] ÝalÁ al-
JahmÐyah fÐ al-QurÞÁn” (This is what AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] invoked 
from the QurÞÁn to refute the JahmÐyah). 
Evidently, the book clearly underwent developments. It was more than a century after 
AÎmad’s death that a third, quite different, version of al-Radd ÝalÁ al-JahmÐyah 
appeared. This version of al-Radd, which is completely different from the first two 
editions, both in subject and style, appeared in Baghdad in the fifth A.H./eleventh 
century.98  
In this version, the book is divided into two main parts: 
1. Clarification of how Unbelievers (al-ZanÁdiqah) stray by using the QurÞÁn’s 
ambiguous verses (al-mutashÁbih).99 It is not obvious who AÎmad is claimed 
to refute in this chapter of the book. 
2. The second chapter of the book was devoted to contesting al-Jahm b. ÑafwÁn 
(d. 128/745-46) and al-JahmÐyah’s doctrines. This chapter deals with several 
theological issues, such as: i) refutation of al-Jahm's doctrine that the QurÞÁn 
                                                 
92 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 86.  
93 Ibid. 
94 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 6: 48. 
95 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2: 512. 
96  ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. AÎmad Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ, TaqrÐr al-QawÁÝid wa-taÎrÐr al-fawÁÞid, 2: 405. 
97 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 6: 48. 
98 See: : Melchert, Ahmad ibn Hanbal, 101 
99 al-Radd, 175. "نآرقلا هباشتم نم ةقدانزلا هيف تلض ام نايب" 
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was created; ii) to prove that God sits on His throne (istiwÁÞ AllÁh ÝalÁ al-
Ýarsh); iii) God’s conjoining with His creatures (maÝÐyatu AllÁh maÝa khalqih) 
is only by His knowledge not physically; iv) to prove, also, that God spoke 
with Moses; v) the book supports the idea of the beatific vision (ruÞyah), 
namely that believers will see God in the hereafter; vi) to refute the JahmÐ’s 
doctrine that Heaven and Hell will vanish.  
The most important point relating to this version is that AÎmad is presented as a semi-
rationalist100 or as a SunnÐ mutakallim, whose argument relies upon linguistics and 
rational evidence. Yet, he rarely depends on the Prophet's sayings (Îadith) or on those 
of his Companions and Successors (ÁthÁr). 
Presumably, this version of al-Radd first appeared in Baghdad, in the fifth 
A.H./eleventh century. AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ (d. 458/1065) was the first person (to 
my knowledge)101 to have quoted from this version of al-Radd. For example, Ibn al-
FarrÁÞ cited this version of al-Radd in his books: IbÔÁl al-taÞwÐlÁt,102 al-ÝUddah fÐ uÒÙl 
al-fiqh103 and his other books. However, in the eighth/fourteenth century Damascus 
there was a debate as to whether this book was fabricated or reliable. Ibn TaymÐyah104 
(d. 728/1328) and his disciple Ibn al-Qayyim105 (d. 751/1350) asserted its authenticity; 
the latter was especially vociferous in defending the book against those who criticised 
it, presumably the famous historian al-DhahabÐ (d. 748/1348).106 The most remarkable 
feature in Ibn al-Qayyim’s defence, which demonstrates its weakness, is that he mixes 
up the three versions of the book. Hence his defence applies to the first and second 
versions, but not to the third.  
 
                                                 
100 For an excellent study of semi-rationalists and Ahmad's hostility towards them, see: Melchert, "the 
Adversaries of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal", 234-253. Ibn TaymÐyah uses the terms mutakallimat ahl al-sunnah, 
or mutakallimat ahl al-ÎadÐth, to describe the semi-rationalists. 
101 Ibn TaymÐyah claims that ÝAbd al-WÁÎid al-TamÐmÐ (d. 410/1019) quoted from the book, but it is 
not clear which version al-TamÐmÐ himself cited. See: Ibn TaymÐyah, DarÞ taÝÁruÃ al-Ýaql wa-al-naql, 1: 
221. 
102 See for example: 1: 184, 230, 233; 2: 298, 299, 300, 396, 444, 447, 448. 
103  See for example: 2: 548, 595, 684, 693, 695; 4: 1273-75. 
104  For example see: Ibn TaymÐyah, BayÁn talbÐs al-JahmÐyah fÐ taÞsÐs bidaÝihim al-kalÁmÐyah, index 
10: 25. 
105 MuÎammad Ibn AbÐ Bakr Ibn Qayyim al-JawzÐyah, IjtimaÝ al-JuyÙsh al-IslÁmÐyah ÝalÁ ghazw al-
MuÝaÔÔilah wa-al-JahmÐyah, 160-61. 
106 al-DhahabÐ, Siyar , 11: 286-87. 
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Moreover, studying the book’s chain of transmission (isnÁd) exposes more areas of 
doubt concerning the work’s authenticity. Although AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ did not 
transmit al-Radd by an isnÁd in his books, his son narrated it in his book ÓabaqÁt al-
ÍanÁbilah. The chain is therefore:  
Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ < al-MubÁrak b. ÝAbd al-JabbÁr Ibn al-ÓuyÙrÐ (d. 
500/1107) < IbrahÐm b. ÝUmar al-BarmakÐ (d. 445/1053- 4) < AbÙ Bakr 
ÝAbd al-AzÐz GhulÁm al-KhallÁl < al-KhallÁl < KhaÃir b. al-MuthannÁ al-
KindÐ < ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad107 
IbrahÐm al-BarmakÐ was born in 361/972, only two years before GhulÁm al-KhallÁl’s 
death (who died in 363/974). Although the ÍanbalÐ sources claim that al-BarmakÐ was 
given authorization (ijÁzah) from GhulÁm al-KhallÁl, it is impossible for him to have 
heard it from the latter. 
Another isnÁd of al-Radd is found in some manuscripts:  
AbÙ al-Óahir al-MubÁrk b. al-MubÁrk b. al-MaÝÔÙsh (d. 599/1203) < AbÙ 
al-GhanÁÞyim MuÎammad b. MuÎammad b. AÎmad b. al-MuhtadÐ bi-
Allah (d. 517/1123) < AbÙ al-QÁsim ÝAbd al-AzÐz b. ÝAlÐ al-AzjÐ (d. 
444/1052) < AbÙ Bakr GhulÁm al-KhallÁl (d. 363/974) < al-Khadir b. al-
MuthannÁ al-KindÐ < ÝAbd Allah b. AÎmad108 
In this chain of transmitters, there are two breaks (inqÔÁÝ). The first, and most 
important of which, is that Ibn al-MuhtadÐ could not have studied the book under al-
AzjÐ, because when al-AzjÐ died in 444/1052 , Ibn al-MuhtadÐ was only about eight 
years old (he was born in 436/1044- 5). Secondly, al-AzjÐ could not have studied the 
book under GhulÁm al-KhallÁl, because he was born in 356/967 and GhulÁm al-
KhallÁl died in 363/974 when al-AzjÐ was only seven years old. It is interesting to 
note that all the chains of transmission (asÁnÐd) of al-Radd broke at approximately the 
same period in the eleventh century. This is the same time that the book was quoted 
by AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ. The other interesting point is that all those who 
transmitted the book were Baghdadis; hence this book was probably composed in 
Baghdad in the fifth A.H./eleventh century. 
                                                 
107 This isnÁd appears in some manuscripts, see the editor’s introduction of: AÎmad, al-Radd, 142-43. 
There are some mistakes in the version of the isnÁd in ÓabaqÁt, 3: 86. 
108 al-Radd,143. 
52 
 
 
Interestingly, al-Radd was not the only book in this period to be attributed to AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal, nor to present him as a semi-rationalist (sunnÐ mutakallim). AbÙ NaÒr al-
SijzÐ (d. 404/1014) claimed that he had seen an epistle (risÁlah) written by the ShafÐÝÐ 
AshÝarÐ scholar, Ibn al-LabbÁn (d. 446/1054), with the title "SharÎ maqÁlat al-imÁm 
al-awÎad AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal". In this book al-SijzÐ 
notes that Ibn al-LabbÁn represented AÎmad’s doctrine as that of al-AshÝarÐ. Al-SijzÐ 
alleged that Ibn al-LabbÁn had written this epistle to deceive the common people to 
make them belive AshÝarÐ doctrine.109 Despite the fact that both al-Radd and SharÎ are 
erroneously attributed to AÎmad, the aims of the two attributions are different;.The 
aim of SharÎ was to justify AshÝarÐ doctrines by relating them to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. 
However, the aim in al-Radd is quite different; AÎmad was presented as one who 
applies rational evidence to support the traditionalists’ belief and to refute other sects. 
This method fits with the need of the ÍanbalÐs in the fifth A.H./eleventh century, who, 
unable to argue with other sects, relied only on the texts (i.e., the QurÞÁn and the 
Sunnah) and the authority of early Muslims (al-salaf). ÍanbalÐs who support applying 
rational evidence in theology rely on al-Radd to approve their methods. Some 
examples illustrate this; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ invoked this book to support the use 
of rational evidence to prove religious issues. He stated that  
ةيمھجلاو ةقدانزلا ىلع درلا يف هجرخ اميف لوقعلا لئلادب ... دمحأ جتحا دقو  
AÎmad … applied rational evidence in the book he wrote to refute 
the ZanÁdiqah and the JahmÐs110  
After that it became common for semi-rational ÍanbalÐs to invoke the book to prove 
that “AÎmad … applied rational evidence”.111 
 
                                                 
109 ÝUbayd AllÁh b. SaÝÐd al-SijzÐ, RisÁlat al-SijzÐ ilÁ ahl ZabÐd fī al-radd ÝalÁ man ankara al-Îarf wa-al-
Òawt, 231-32.  حرش)ـب اھامسو ،ينغلب اميف ُدعب يح وھو ،نابللا نباب فرعي ناھبصأ لھأ نم لجر اھلمع ةلاسر ىلع تفقو دقلو"
خسن ىطعأ ،دمحلأ فلاخملا يرعشلأا بھذم اھيف ركذو (لبنح نب دمحم نب دمحأ ﷲ دبع يبأ دحولأا ماملإا ةلاقم ةعامج ىلإ اھنم ًا
 لقانلا قدص اونظيو ماوعلا اھبتكيل هتلاقم حرش دق ،هيلع ﷲ ةمحر ،دمحأ باحصأ ةمئأ نم مامإ اذھ نولوقيو دلابلا يف اھب نوفوطي
."ينلاقابلا نب ركب يبأ باحصأ نم وھو ،ناھبصأ ىلإ داعو ببسلا اذھب دادغب نم لجرلا اذھ جرُخأو .ةللاضلا يف اوعقيف 
110 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-ÝUddah, 4: 1273-75. 
111 ÝAlÐ b. ÝAqÐl b. MuÎammad Ibn ÝAqÐl, al-WÁÃiÎ fÐ uÒÙl al-fiqh, 5: 270; AÎmad b. ÍamdÁn al-
ÍarrÁnÐ, NihÁyah al-mubtadiÞÐn fÐ uÒÙl al-dÐn, 72; ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad Ibn MufliÎ, al-ÀdÁb al-
sharÝÐyah wa-al-minaÎ al-marÝÐyah, 1: 227; AÎmad b. al-Íasan Ibn QÁÃÐ al-Jabal in MuÎammad b. 
AÎmad Ibn al-NajjÁr, SharÎ al-Kawkab al-munÐr, 4: 536.  
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Two points can be concluded: 1- there are two titles of the third version of al-Radd: a 
short and a long. The short is the most well-known “al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah wa-al-
JahmÐyah”; the long title, which is found in some manuscripts, is “al-Radd ÝalÁ al-
ZanÁdiqah wa-al-JahmÐyah fÐmÁ shakkat fÐhi min mushÁbih al-QurÞÁn wa-taÞwwalathu 
ÝalÁ ghayri taÞwÐlih”.112 2 - Some of the semi-rational doctrines attributed to AÎmad in 
al-Radd were not completely fabricated or attributed to him in the eleventh century. 
Yet, in a few instances, the doctrines found in al-Radd have their roots in early reports 
from AÎmad, such as those which came from AÎmad’s cousin Íanbal b. IsÎÁq (d. 
273/886). For example, in al-Radd, AÎmad says that the meaning of “al-QurÞÁn is 
coming is only that its reward is coming”.113 This opinion is related to AÎmad through 
Íanbal.114 
1.3. Conclusion 
The above analysis indicates that within these creeds, all attributed to AÎmad, there is 
a predominance of ninth-century theological concerns. One concludes, therefore, that 
these creeds are more likely to present traditionalist theology in the third and the 
fourth A.H./ninth and tenth centuries than AÎmad’s own beliefs. Even though 
AÎmad’s views, to the extent that they are known, agree with the general views 
expressed in these creeds, it is difficult to attribute the wording or any single point 
within each creed to him unless we find it in other reliable sources. This particularly 
applies to the more extreme statements. A noteworthy point is that these creeds 
epitomise how the authority of the salaf was united with that of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
who himself became the unique authority for correct belief. This means that the salaf 
and AÎmad Ibn Íanbal were used equally and reciprocally by later traditionalists as 
sources of doctrinal verification and authority. 
                                                 
112  al-Radd, 83-84. 
113 Ibid., 322.  "نآرقلا باوث ءيجي امنإ ،ءيجي نآرقلا نأ ىنعم امنإو"  
114 AbÙ YaÝlÁ al-FarrÁÞ, IbÔÁl, 2: 396; idem, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah min kitÁb al-RiwÁyatayn wa-al-
wajhayn: masÁÞil min uÒÙl al-diyÁnÁt, 48. This quotation from Íanbal was attributed to his book Dhikr 
miÎnat al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal; this quotation, however, is not found in the printed version of 
Dhikr. 
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The third version of al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah, was probably composed in the fifth 
A.H./eleventh century for two purposes: to present AÎmad Ibn Íanbal as an 
intellectual theologian, and to justify using rational evidence to prove religious issues. 
However, one of the reliable sources is AÎmad’s letter in reply the caliph’s question 
about the QurÞÁn.115 In this “letter-creed”, according to al-DhahabÐ,116 we can find the 
most authoritative presentation of AÎmad’s belief, and his method of writing it. In the 
“letter-creed”, AÎmad was asked to present his theological views concerning the 
creation of the QurÞÁn, after the caliph al-Mutawakkil had ended the Inquisition. 
AÎmad started with an assertion that the QurÞÁn should not be the subject of jidÁl 
(argument); hence, he quotes from the Prophet and his Companions, and their 
Successors in which khuÒÙmÁt (arguments) with innovators are disallowed. His main 
evidence that the QurÞÁn is uncreated is that the QurÞÁn has the following 
characteristics:  
1- The QurÞÁn is a part of God’s knowledge (Ýilmu AllÁh), and God’s knowledge is 
uncreated; hence, the QurÞÁn is uncreated. 
2- There is a difference between God’s creation and his order (al-khalq wa-al-amr), 
and the QurÞÁn is a part of God’s order; and hence, the QurÞÁn is uncreated. 
3- AÎmad, also, states that he follows the doctrine of the Salaf that the QurÞÁn is 
uncreated. 
AÎmad ended his letter by declaring his method of belief, and said: 
 نع ثيدح وأ ﷲ باتك يف ناك ام لاإ ءيش يف ملاكلا ىرأ لاو ،ملاك بحاصب ُتسل
 يبنلا… باحصأ نع وأوأ ... ه دومحم ريغ هيف ملاكلاف كلذ ريغ امأف .نيعباتلا نع  
 
I am not a theologian (ÒÁÎib kalÁm) and I do not agree to discuss 
[in a theological way] anything, unless it exists in the Book of 
God, or in ÎadÐth from the Prophet …, or from his Companions … 
or from their Successors. Apart from these things, any discussion 
[of an issue] is not praiseworthy (maÎmÙd). 
                                                 
115 This letter was transmitted by AÎmad's sons ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh, and his disciple al-MarrÙdhÐ, all 
of whom were with AÎmad in SÁmarrÁÞ when he wrote the letter. See: ÑÁliÎ, b. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
(hereafter: ÑÁliÎ), Sirat al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 106-9; idem, MasÁÞil al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal,  
238-53; ÝAbd Allah b. AÎmad, al-Sunnah, 1: 134- 40; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah,  6: 101-8; AÎmad b. ÝAbd 
AllÁh al-AÒfahÁni (hereafter: AbÙ NuÝaym al-AÒfahÁnÐ), Íilyah al-awliyÁÞ wa-ÔabaqÁt al-aÒfiyÁÞ, 9: 
116-19. 
116 al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 11: 286. 
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Chapter II 
AÎmad’s MasÁÞil 
2.1. Introduction 
 
ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ (d. 198/814) distinguishes between three types of scholars 
(ÝulamÁÞ): some are imÁms (religious leaders) in the Sunnah and the ÎadÐth; others are 
imÁms in the Sunnah but not in the ÎadÐth; a third group are imÁms in the ÎadÐth but 
not in the Sunnah. An example of a scholar who is imÁm in the Sunnah and the ÎadÐth 
is SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ (d. 166/778).1 Ibn MahdÐ represents the traditionalists’ view of 
themselves, and their distinction between riwÁyah (transmission) and dirÁyah 
(intellectual appreciation). The dirÁyah is not only the understanding of the meaning 
(fiqh) of ÎadÐths, but also the ability to criticise transmitters (rijÁl) and to identify the 
sound ÎadÐths from the unsound. Those who combine riwÁyah to dirÁyah, as al-
ThawrÐ does, are called FuqahÁÞ aÒÎÁb al-ÎadÐth or FuqahÁÞ ahl al-ÎadÐth, which I will 
call jurisprudent-traditionalists.2  
The period of the formation of jurisprudent-traditionalists is controversial among 
western scholars.3 However, this matter will not be examined here, since my purpose 
is to present how traditionalists in the late eighth-early ninth century distinguished 
themselves and their jurisprudence from the jurisprudent-rationalists (fuqahÁÞ ahl al-
raÞy). ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ gives al-ThawrÐ, MÁlik (d. 179/795) ÍammÁd b. 
Zayd (d. 179/795) and al-AwzÁÝÐ (d. 157/774) as examples of imÁms,4  which means 
that he dates the formation of  jurisprudent-traditionalists, as a definable grouping, to 
                                                 
1 ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MuÎammad Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim al-RÁzÐ, Taqdimah al-maÝrifah li-KitÁb al-JarÎ wa-al-
taÝdÐl , 118.   
2 Some scholars whom I follow make a distinction between traditionist and traditionalist. George 
Makdisi suggests that a traditionist means a muÎaddith, or one who transmits ÎadÁth. A traditionalist 
means one of the ahl al-ÎadÐth who adheres to the tradition authority in dogma, as against the claim of 
rationalists (ahl al-kalÁm). See: George Makdisi, “AshÝarÐ and the AshÝrites in Islamic religious history 
I”, 49; Melchert, The Formation, 2-3. 
3 See: Joseph Schacht, The Origins of Muhammadan jurisprudence, 140-51; Melchert, The Formation, 
3. For a comprehensive survey see: Harald Motzki, The Origins of Islamic Jurisprudence: Meccan fiqh 
before the classical schools. 
4 Ibn AbÐ HatÐm al-RÁzÐ, Taqdimah, 11. 
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the last quarter of the eighth century. This view of self-awareness is extended by his 
disciple ÝAlÐ Ibn al-MadÐnÐ5 (d. 234/849) and later by Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim.6 
Ibn al-MadÐnÐ gives two hierarchies of ÝulamÁÞ. In the first hierarchy he lists the main 
figures of transmitters of ÎadÐth; in the second, he lists the fuqahÁÞ (i.e., fuqahÁÞ aÒÎÁb 
al-ÎadÐth). In his first hierarchy, Ibn al-MadÐnÐ claims that in the first stage, 
transmission (isnÁd) centred on six persons: al-ZuhrÐ (d. 124/741-42) in Medina, ÝAmr 
b. DÐnÁr (d. 126/743-44) in Mecca, QatÁdah (d. 118/736) and YaÎyÁ b. AbÐ KathÐr in 
Basra, and AbÙ IsÎÁq and al-AÝmash in Kufa. The knowledge of these six was passed 
on to the next stage, i.e., scholars who wrote books, including MÁlik and MuÎammad 
b. IsÎÁq in Medina, Ibn Jurayj and Ibn ÝUyaynah in Mecca, and SaÝÐd b. AbÐ ÝArÙbah, 
ÍammÁd b. Salmah, AbÙ ÝAwÁnah, and ShuÝbah and MaÝmar in Basra. There were 
also al-ThawrÐ in Kufa, al-AwzÁÝÐ in al-ShÁm and Hushaym in WÁsiÔ. In the last stage, 
six scholars inherited the knowledge of all these eighteen scholars. These six were: 
YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd al-QaÔÔÁn, YaÎyÁ b. ZakarÐyÁ b. Abī ZÁÞidah, WakÐÝ b. al-JarrÁÎ, ÝAbd 
AllÁh b. al-MubÁrak, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ and YaÎyÁ b. Àdam. In the ÎadÐth it is 
clear that Ibn al-MadÐnÐ gives a single chain of transmitters: every generation inherits 
from the generation before. 
We do not find this unity in the hierarchy of fiqh, although Ibn al-MadÐnÐ divides 
schools of fiqh into three categories. He claims that there were only three Companions 
who had disciples who followed them in fiqh and fatwÁ. These three are: ÝAbd AllÁh 
b. MasÝÙd, ÝAbd AllÁh b. ÝAbbÁs and Zayd b. ThÁbit. 
First: the followers of ÝAbd AllÁh b. MasÝÙd were ÝAlqamah b. Qays, al-Aswad b. 
YazÐd, MasrÙq, ÝAbÐdah al-SalmÁnÐ, al-ÍÁrith b. Qays and ÝAmr b. ShuraÎbÐl. Four 
scholars followed these six Successors: IbrÁhÐm al-NakhaÝÐ, al-ShaÝbÐ, al-AÝmash and 
AbÙ IsÎÁq. SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ came after them and followed their madhhab. YaÎyÁ b. 
SaÝÐd al-QaÔÔÁn came after SufyÁn.  
 
                                                 
5  ÝAlÐ b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn al-MadinÐ, al-ÝIlal, 36-47. 
6 Ibn AbÐ HatÐm al-RÁzÐ. Taqdimah, 10-11; and see: Erik Dickinson, The Development of Early Sunnite 
Hadith Criticism: the Taqdima of Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi (240/854-327/938),  47-52. 
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Second: those who followed Ibn ÝAbbÁs included ÝAÔÁÞ, ÓÁwÙs, MujÁhid, JÁbir b. 
Zayd, ÝIkrimah and SaÝÐd b. Jubayr. After this came ÝAmr b. DÐnÁr, and then there 
were Ibn Jurayj and SufyÁn b. ÝUyaynah.  
Third: Zayd b. ThÁbit had twelve followers: SaÝÐd b. al-Musayyab, ÝUrwah b. al-
Zubayr, QabÐÒah b. DhuÞayb, KhÁrijah b. Zayd, SulaymÁn b. Zayd, SulaymÁn b. 
YasÁr, AbÁn b. ÝUthmÁn, ÝUbayd AllÁh b. ÝAbd AllÁh, al-QÁsim b. MuÎammad, SÁlim 
b. ÝAbd AllÁh, AbÙ Bakr b. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn, AbÙ Salamah b. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn, 
ÓalÎah b. ÝAbd AllÁh b. ÝAwf, and NÁfiÝ b. Jubayr b. MuÔÝim (there are in fact thirteen, 
not twelve). Subsequently there were four others: al-ZuhrÐ, YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd [al-AnÒÁrÐ], 
AbÙ al-ZinÁd and Bukayr b. ÝAbd AllÁh al-Ashajj. Then MÁlik b. Anas followed 
them. After this came ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ.7 
This list indicates how traditionalists in the third A.H./ninth century understood the 
formation of their fiqh (fiqh aÒÎÁb al-ÎadÐth). Over the centuries, this view was held 
by traditionalists. Even in the fourth and fifth A.H./tenth and eleventh centuries it was 
accepted by Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim8 and al-RÁmahurmuzÐ.9 Notwithstanding this acceptance, 
Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim constructed his own list of ÎadÐth critics, which in general matches that 
of Ibn al-MadÐnÐ.10 The noticeable point from Ibn al-MadÐnÐ’s and Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim’s 
lists is the omission of al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s name from both the fuqahÁÞ and the ÎadÐth critics 
lists. From the authority of the above names, and from some others added by Ibn AbÐ 
ÍÁtim, it is hoped that the sources of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s theology, jurisprudence 
and piety can be found. 
The early jurisprudent-traditionalists  used ÎadÐths (traditions) or ÁthÁr (the sayings of 
the Companions and the Successors) to give their juridical answers. However, if they 
did not find any ÎadÐth or ÁthÁr related to the jurisprudential issue, they asked their 
teachers and recorded their answers. Subsequently they transmitted these answers to 
their students. These responses are called MasÁÞil. In the third A.H./eighth century 
some models of responses (MasÁÞil) were well-known and popular among 
traditionalists. These included the MasÁÞil of MÁlik, al-AwzÁÝÐ, al-ThawrÐ, Ibn AbÐ 
                                                 
7Ibn al-MadinÐ, al-ÝIlal, 36-47. 
8Ibn AbÐ HatÐm, Taqdimah, 234-35. 
9al-RÁmahurmuzÐ, al-MuÎaddith al-fÁÒil, 614- 20 
10 Dickinson, The Development,  47- 52. 
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DhiÞb (d. 159/775-6) and Ibn AbÐ LaylÁ (d. 148/765). AbÙ AyyÙb SulaymÁn b. IsÎÁq 
asked IbrÁhÐm al-ÍarbÐ (d. 285/898) about writing down MÁlik’s responsa: 
 ديرأ نأ بتكا :يل لاقف ؟مساقلا نبا وأ ،بھو نبا لئاسم كيلإ بجعأ اميأف ،كلام لئاسم بتكأ
تلأس لوقي دحأ ايندلا يف ،يدقاولا لئاسم [و  ًاكلام]بوقعيو بئذ يبأ نباو يروثلا [؟هريغ]   
I want to write down MÁlik’s MasÁÞil, which one do you prefer, Ibn 
Wahb’s MasÁÞil or Ibn al-QÁsim’s?” Al-ÍarbÐ replied “Write down al-
WÁqidÐ’s [d. 207/823] MasÁÞil. Is there anyone in the world who says: 
‘I asked [MÁlik], al-ThawrÐ, Ibn AbÐ DhiÞb and YaÝqÙb’ [i.e., AbÙ 
YÙsuf al-QÁÃÐ d. 182/798] except him?11  
AbÙ al-ÝAbbÁs MuÎammad b. YaÝqÙb Al-AÒamm (d. 346/957) went to Beirut to hear 
al-AwzÁÝÐ’s responses from al-ÝAbbÁs b. al-WalÐd b. Mazyad (d. 270-71/884)12 who 
transmitted it from his father < al-AwzÁÝÐ.13 Al-AwzÁÝÐ’s MasÁÞil, which was also 
transmitted by AbÙ IsÎÁq al-FazÁrÐ (d. 185-6/801-2) from al-AwzÁÝÐ, was known in 
Iraq at the time of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.14 AÎmad himself wrote a letter of 
recommendation for Bishr b. MÙsÁ al-AsadÐ to al-ÍumaydÐ (d. 219/834) in Mecca.  
Hence Bishr was able to write the MasÁÞil15 and a great number of ÎadÐths from al-
ÍumaydÐ.16 These responses probably developed from older responses which go back 
to various Successors and their followers, such as IbrÁhÐm al-NakhÁÞÐ (d. 96/714-15), 
al-Íasan al-BaÒrÐ (d. 110/728), and ÝAÔÁÞ (d. 114-5/732-33). However, some 
traditionalists believe that MasÁÞil are not a sort of reasoning (raÞy) because their 
origin can be traced to the Prophet MuÎammad’s sayings (ÎadÐth). In his letter to the 
people of Mecca, AbÙ DÁwÙd al-SijistÁnÐ (d. 275/889) says: 
مو يروثلا لئاسم لئاسملا هذھ امأھلوصأ ثيداحلأا هذھف يعفاشلاو كلاا  
As for those responses (MasÁÞil): responses of al-ThawrÐ, MÁlik and 
al-ShÁfiÝÐ [(d. 204/820)], these Prophet’s sayings (ÎadÐth) are their 
sources17 
                                                 
11  al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdadÐ, TarÐkh BaghdÁd, 4: 10.  
12 ÝAbd al-KarÐm b. MuÎammad  al-SamÝÁnÐ, al-AnsÁb, 1: 296. “ ،لضفلا نب دمحأ نم نلاقسعب عمسف ماشلا لخد مث
يعازولأا لئاسم هنم عمس ىتح هيلع ماقأ ديزم نب ديلولا نب سابعلا نم توريببو”. 
13  See: al-DhahabÐ, Siyar , 9: 319. 
14  MuÎammad b. ÝAmr al-ÝUqaylÐ, KitÁb al-ÂuÝafÁÞ, 3: 890. “ قي ىرصب خيش نع ىبأ تلأس لاق ﷲ دبع انثدح هل لا
 هيف اذإف هجرخأف يعازولاا باتك انيلإ جرخأ هل انلقف ةرعرع نب ميھاربإو ينيدملا نب يلعو انأ هتيتأ كافأ باذك لاقف ةيريوج نب دابع
يرھزلا نع اھلعج دق وھ اذإو يعازولاا تلأس يرازفلا قاحسإ يبأ نع يعازولاا لئاسم 
15 Presumably these MasÁÞil are from SufyÁn b. ‘Uyaynah or al-ShÁfiÝÐ. 
16 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1:328. 
17 SulaymÁn b. DÁwÙd al-SijistÁnÐ, RisÁlat AbÐ DÁwÙd al-SijistÁnÐ fÐ waÒfi Sunanih, 28. Also see: 
Melchert, “Traditionist-Jurisprudents and the framing of Islamic law”, 396. 
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In the third A.H./ninth century, it was quite common among traditionalists to take one 
or more of these responses (MasÁÞil) to one or more of the jurisprudent-traditionalists 
and record the answers, thereby producing a new MasÁÞil. Sometimes students created 
questions, and then asked their teachers (shuyÙkh) about them. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
himself asked his teacher ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ (d. 198/814) but he rarely wrote 
down his teacher’s answers.18 
However, in some cases the MasÁÞil of AÎmad were built on the models of previous 
MasÁÞil. Ibn TaymÐyah (d. 728/1328) and Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ (d. 795/1393) indicate 
the root of AÎmad’s MasÁÞil; they point out that:   
1- al-Kawsaj (d. 251/865) and others asked AÎmad about the MasÁÞil of al-ThawrÐ 
and others. 
2- Íanbal b. IsÎÁq (d. 273/886) and AÎmad b. al-Faraj (d. 271/884-85) asked him 
about the MasÁÞil of MÁlik and the people of Medina. 
3- Al-MaymÙnÐ (d. 274/887-88) and MuhannÁ al-ShÁmÐ (d. ?) asked him about al-
AwzÁÝÐ’s MasÁÞil. 
4- IsmÁÝÐl b. SaÝÐd al-ShÁlanjÐ (d. 230/844-45) asked him about the MasÁÞil of AbÙ 
ÍanÐfah and his followers.19 Al-JūwzajÁnÐ (d. 256/870) then produced a 
commentary on this MasÁÞil. 
The noteworthy characteristic of AÎmad’s MasÁÞil is their enormous number. 
Apparently most of them were collected by AbÙ Bakr al-KhallÁl (d. 311/923), who 
includes them in his book al-JÁmiÝ li-ÝulÙm al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.  Relying on 
                                                 
18Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 95.  ًائيش لاإ ًائيش اذھ نم بتكأ تنك ام ،نسحلا ابأ اي :لئاسملا هنع بتكأ انأو ،ﷲ دبع وبأ يل لاقو
ةلأسملا تبتك امبر ،نمحرلا دبع نع ًاريسي  
19  Ibn TaymÐyah, MajmÙÝ fatÁwÁ, 34: 114. 
 لھأو كلام لئاسم نع دمحأ ماملإا نلاأسي اناك جرفلا نب دمحأو لبنحو" :ةيميت نبا لاق روصنم نب قاحسإ هلأسي ناك امك ،ةنيدملا
 يجنلاشلا ديعس نب ليعامسإ هلأسي ناك امكو ،يعازولأا لئاسم نع ينوميملا هلأسي ناك امكو ،هريغو يروثلا نايفس لئاسم نع هريغو
بھذم اھيف حجر ةريثك لئاسم يف دھتجاو ،ةفينح يبأ بھذم ىلع هقفت دق ناك هنإف ،هباحصأو ةفينح يبأ لئاسم نع  لأسو ،ثيدحلا لھأ
قشمد دجسم مامإ يناجزوجلا بوقعي نب ميھاربا اھحرشو ،هريغو دمحأ لئاسملا كلت نع ."   
ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. AÎmad Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ, “al-Radd ÝalÁ man ittabaÝ ghayr al-madhÁhib al-
arbaÝah”, 2: 631. 
بجر نبا لاق "ئأو راصملأا ءاھقف ةماع ملاك كلذكونادلبلا ةم  -هتفرعم هب طيحي امك- مھريغو يروثلاو يعازولأاو كلامك . 
ةفلاخملابو ةرات ةقفاوملاب اھنع باجأف ،مھيواتفو ةمئلأا ءلاؤھ ملع ةماع هيلع ضرع دقو. 
اھنع باجأف ،هباحصأو يعازولأا لئاسم ةماع هيلع ضرع يماشلا ىيحي نب أنھم نإف. 
يواتفو كلام لئاسم هيلع اوضرع ةعامجوهريغو لبنح هنع كلذ لقن دقو ،اھنع باجأف هريغو أطوملا نم ه . 
اھنع باجأف يروثلا لئاسم ةماع هيلع ضرع روصنم نب قاحسإو". 
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al-KhallÁl’s book, al-MardÁwÐ (d. 885/1480) in his book al-InÒÁf,20 counted 131 
MasÁÞil works related to AÎmad. Subsequently, Bakr AbÙ Zayd added 40 more by 
using a part of al-KhallÁl’s book ÓabaqÁt AÒÎÁb al-ImÁm AÎmad that currently 
remains in manuscript, as well as other works.21 However, about 56 of them were 
unknown, and we only know about them through al-KhallÁl. Moreover, some others 
are from almost unknown or untrustworthy people and around three names are 
repeated. 
In the following pages eight of AÎmad’s MasÁÞil will be examined. These MasÁÞil are 
in existence (completely or partly) and have been published: 
1- Al-Kawsaj’s MasÁÞil: three copies of this book still survive in manuscripts. The 
oldest was written in the fourth A.H./tenth century and preserved in al-ÚÁhirÐyah 
Library (in al-AsadÐyah). This manuscript lost about 21 lines from its beginning 
because of exposure to damp. The second manuscript is saved in DÁr al-Kutub al-
MiÒrÐyah; it was copied in 1362/1943, and it is most likely this copy was made 
from the manuscript in al-ÚÁhirÐyah. The last and most complete manuscript was 
written in 787/1385 and is preserved in al-ÝUmarÐyah Library (in al-AsadÐyah). 
Al-ÝUmarÐyah and al-ÚÁhirÐyah have some differences in the order in which the 
content of the book is organised, and there are some MasÁÞil found in al-
ÝUmarÐyah’s manuscript which are not found in al-ÚÁhirÐyah’s and vice versa. 
The title of the book given in al-ÚÁhirÐyah’s manuscript is “KitÁb al-MasÁÞil Ýan 
ÐmÁmay ahl al-ÎadÐth wa-faqÐhay ahl al-Sunnah AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. 
MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal al-ShaybÁnÐ wa-AbÐ YaÝqÙb IsÎÁq b. YaÝqÙb Ibn 
RÁhawayh al-ÍanÛalÐ, raÃia AllÁh ÝanhumÁ. Allafahu wa -rawÁhu Ýanhuma IsÎÁq b. 
ManÒÙr al-MarwazÐ al-ÍÁfiÛ, raÎimahu AllÁh wa-jazÁhu Khayran”. According to 
these manuscripts the MasÁÞil were published several times, and there are no 
significant differences between these editions in the manner of reading the 
manuscripts.22 
                                                 
20 ÝAlÐ b. SulaymÁn al-MardÁwÐ, al-InÒÁf fÐ maÝrifat al-rÁjiÎ min al-khilÁf ÝalÁ madhhab al-imÁm AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal, 30:399-419.   
21 AbÙ Zayd, al-Madkhal al-mufaÒÒal, 2: 647-51. 
22 In this study I am using the ten-volume edition from the Islamic University (in Saudi Arabia), but, in 
this study, I am referring to the numbers of the questions rather than to volumes and pages. 
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2- Al-Athram’s MasÁÞil: only a small part of the book survives in a manuscript that 
is saved in al-ÚÁhirÐyah Library (in al-AsadÐyah). This part contains 22 chapters, 
all of which are concerned with al-wuÃÙÞ (ablutions). The date of this manuscript 
is unknown. The manuscript is problematic, because it contains quotations from 
later scholars, such as Ibn JarÐr al-ÓabarÐ (d. 310/923) and Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim (d. 
327/938). These quotations presumably were found in the early version on which 
the copier relied, because he wrote the simple  )S ( above every quotation to 
indicate that these had been found in the original script from which he himself 
had copied. The editor of the published work has not made any effort to study the 
problem. He only mentions it in passing and has ignored all the later quotations.23 
3- ÑÁliÎ’s MasÁÞil: about half of this work still exists in a manuscript that was found 
in Mecca. The manuscript contains the second half of the book, from the eighth 
juzÞ to the sixteenth; it was presumably written in the tenth A.H./sixteenth 
century. Relying on this manuscript, the book was published twice, the first 
edition in India, and the second, more accurate edition, in Saudi Arabia.24 
4- AbÙ DÁwÙd’s MasÁÞil: Three manuscripts of this MasÁÞil are known to us. The 
earliest was written in 266/879-80 during the lifetime of AbÙ DÁwÙd; and it is 
kept in al-ÚÁhirÐyah Library (in al-AsadÐyah). The second, which was written in 
the seventh A.H./thirteenth century, is kept in the Library of El Escorial, north-
west of Madrid. The third manuscript is housed in al-MaÎmÙdÐyah Library (in 
King ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz Library) in Medina. ÓÁriq ÝAwaÃ (editor of the second edition 
of MasÁÞil) claims that this manuscript is unreliable and assumes that it was 
copied from al-ÚÁhirÐyah’s copy. However, the MasÁÞil was published twice; the 
first time was in Cairo in 1353/1934, when its editor relied on the third 
manuscript and sometimes used the first as well. The second and more accurate 
edition, published in 1999, relied on the first and second manuscripts. 
5- Ibn ÍÁniÞ’s MasÁÞil: Two copies of the book were obtained by Zuhayr al-ShÁwÐsh 
who edited them. Al-ShÁwÐsh dates the first manuscript to the first half of the 
sixth A.H./twelfth century. However, the last two fascicles (kurrÁs) had been 
spoiled; hence IbrÁhÐm b. MuÎammÁd b. ÝUmar al-MirdÁwÐ copied these two 
                                                 
23 AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-Athram, "Sunan AbÐ Bakr AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. HÁniÞ al-Athram".  
24 The references in this thesis are to this edition. 
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fascicles in 849/1445, thereby making the second manuscript of the book. The 
book, edited by Zuhayr al-ShÁwÐsh, was published in Beirut.25 Other editions 
were printed but were based on al-ShÁwÐsh’s edition. 
6- Íarb’s MasÁÞil: part of the book still survives in manuscript in the YÙsuf AghÁ 
Library in Istanbul. This starts from the chapters on marriage until the end of the 
book, which presumably makes up the half of the book that is described by al-
DhahabÐ as two volumes.26 The manuscript is clear and the writer re-read it in its 
original version to make sure of his writing. This MasÁÞil was published in 2004; 
however, the editor published only the text, without any study related to it or to 
the manuscript.27 Another part of the book that was found in a private library 
contains some chapters from the books on ÔahÁrah, ÎayÃ and ÒalÁt. This fragment 
was edited, and the editor added a chapter on raÃÁÝ from the YÙsuf AghÁ 
manuscript; publication was due in 1431/2010.28 
 
7- ÝAbd AllÁh’s MasÁÞil: the book was first published in 1981, relying on a complete 
manuscript that still survives in al-ÚÁhirÐyah Library (in al-AsadÐyah); another 
manuscript was written in 773/1371-72, and is preserved in the TaymÙrÐyah 
Library (Cairo). Subsequently, it was published in 1986 as the subject of a PhD 
thesis at al-Azhar University; the editor of this edition used the two previous 
manuscripts as well as a very recent and unimportant one written in 1362 
A.H./1943. 
 
8- Al-BaghawÐ’s MasÁÞil: this is a small book, the manuscript of which is saved in 
al-ÚÁhirÐyah Library (in al-AsadÐyah); the manuscript’s title is “JuzÞn fÐhi MasÁÞil 
Ýan AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal al-ShaybÁnÐ, raÎmatu 
AllÁhi Ýalayh”. The book contains one hundred and two reports, only sixty-five of 
which are from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, while the others are traditions narrated from 
his grandmother and Ibn AbÐ Shaybah. Several editions of the book have been 
published, all of which are based on the same manuscript. 
                                                 
25 The references in this thesis are to this edition. 
26 al-DhahabÐ, TÁrÐkh al-IslÁm, 13:245. 
27 Íarb, MasÁÞil. 
28 Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl al-KirmÁnÐ, MasÁÞil Íarb al-KirmÁnÐ Ýan al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal wa-IsÎÁq Ibn 
RÁhawayh, ed. al-WalÐd al-FurayyÁn, 1st edition, (al-RiyÁÃ: DÁr Ibn al-AthÐr, 2010). (hereafter: Íarb, 
MasÁÞil2). 
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My main aim in this chapter is to provide an analytical description of these MasÁÞil 
and to show how AÎmad Ibn Íanbal was presented in each MasÁÞil. The second part 
of the chapter deals with disagreements among these MasÁÞil over the presentation of 
AÎmad’s opinions: I use these contradictions to argue that in many cases, especially 
with regard to controversial issues among the traditionalists, it is difficult to 
distinguish between AÎmad’s own opinions and those attributed to him by his 
students and the MasÁÞil collectors. 
2.2. Al-Kawsaj’s MasÁʾil (d. 251/865) 
AbÙ YaÝqÙb IsÎÁq b. ManÒÙr al-Kawsaj was a student of both IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh (d. 
238/853) and AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, and was likely to have been a follower of IsÎÁq 
rather than a ÍanbalÐ as such.29 He lived and died in KhurÁsÁn, the place where IsÎÁq 
and his school of law were situated.30 The book of MasÁÞil includes approximately 
3,600 questions. Al-Kawsaj’s method is mainly that of asking AÎmad, then 
submitting AÎmad’s answers to IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh and finally recording the two 
answers together. In some cases, al-Kawsaj asks AÎmad alone or IsÎÁq alone. AÎmad 
was asked 190 questions individually, while IsÎÁq on his own was asked 230.  
It is evident that this MasÁʾil was designed on the model of that of SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ. 
In about 722 of the questions in the MasÁÞil, al-Kawsaj does the following: he asks 
AÎmad a question that was previously put to al-ThawrÐ,31 and then lets AÎmad know 
what al-ThawrÐ answered. Then, after recording Ahmad’s answer to this question, he 
gives us IsÎÁq's answer or comment. In many cases IsÎÁq would simply agree with 
both (if AÎmad had agreed with al-ThawrÐ) or with one of them (IsÎÁq mainly agrees 
with AÎmad). Occasionally he might say something different. For example: 
 
 ىتح ئزجي لا :لاق ؟تتكس وأ تكب وأ تكحضف تجوز اذإ بيثلا يف نايفس لاق :تلق
.نذإب ملكتت 
                                                 
29 This is opposite to Spectorsky, Chapters, 4. 
30 For IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh and his school of law see: MuÎammad b. al-Íasan al-ÍajwÐ, al-Fikr al-sÁmÐ 
fÐ tÁrÐkh al-fiqh al-IslÁmÐ, 3: 12-13; JamÁl MuÎammad BÁjillÁn, IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh wa-atharuhu fÐ al-
fiqh al-IslÁmÐ; Susan Spectorsky,  "HadÐth in the Responses of IsÎÁq b. RÁhwayh". 
31 Spectorsky identifies SufyÁn as being SufyÁn Ibn ÝUyaynah (see: Spectorsky, Chapter 3). However it 
is indeed SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ here. Furthermore, when SufyÁn Ibn ÝUyaynah is mentioned, al-Kawsaj 
refers to him as "Ibn ÝUyaynah, not "SufyÁn". 
64 
 
 
.نذإب ملكتت ىتح ،معن :دمحأ لاق 
 ركبلا يف توكسلاك وھف ىضرلا بھذم ىلع اھكحض ناك نإ ..لاق امك وھ :قاحسإ لاق
كلذ ملُع اذإ 
I [al-Kawsaj] said, “SufyÁn said [the following] about the thayyib 
(previously married [e.g., a widow or a divorcee]) when she is given 
in marriage, she laughs or cries or is silent: he said: It is not [a] valid 
[marriage] until she speaks her permission”. 
AÎmad said, “Yes, [not] until she speaks her permission”. 
IsÎÁq said, “It is as he said…Further, if it is known that her laughter is 
her manner of consenting, then it is like the silence of the bikr 
(virgin)32 
The question on marriage within the forbidden degrees is an example of AÎmad’s 
disagreement with al-ThawrÐ. Al-Kawsaj says: 
 هل ليق :تلق–نايفس ينعي-؟ملعي وھو مرحم تاذ ةأرما جوزت لجر :  
.رزعي نكل ،ًادح هيلع ىرأ لا :لاق 
.لوقلا اذھ ﷲ حبق :دمحأ لاق 
؟لتقي [لوقت] لوقن سيلأ :تلق 
.دمعلا ىلع ناك اذإ لتقي :لاق 
ءاوس لاق امك :قاحسإ لاق 
SufyÁn was asked about a man who knowingly marries a woman 
within the forbidden degrees, and SufyÁn answers: “I do not think 
such a man receives a Îadd punishment; rather a taÝzÐr punishment”. 
AÎmad said: “How repulsive this doctrine must be to God!” 
I said: “Do we not say he should be killed?” 
AÎmad said: “He is killed if he did it intentionally.” 
IsÎÁq said: “It is the same as [AÎmad] said”33 
 
As has been remarked before, IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh mostly agrees with AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal although he sometimes disagrees. Al-Kawsaj notes: 
؟ثراولا ريغ وأ توملا دنع ثراول لجرلا رقأ اذإ :تلق 
.ثراو ريغل زوجي لاو ،ةنيبب لاإ زوجي لا ثراول هرارقإ امأ :[دمحأ] لاق 
 ئجلي نأ دارأ هنأ ملعي نأ لاإ ،كلذ زاج ثراو ريغل وأ نيدب ضرملا يف ثراول رقأ املك :قاحسإ لاق
.ةئجلت ثراولل 
يف نيدب ةأرملا رقأ اذإو دمحلأ تلق ؟زجي مل ،هتثراو يھو تام مث اھجوزت مث هضرم  
.تدر ةئجلت ناك اذإف ،ةئجلت نوكي نأ لاإ كلذ زوجي ،ةأرماب هل تسيل يھو اھب ﱠرقأ اذھ :لاق 
 .ىلولأا يف أطخأو ،داجأ :قاحسإ لاق  
هل هميظعت دشأ ناكلو ،هفلاخي نأ قاحسإ ىلع دشأ ناك ام :[جسوكلا] بوقعي وبأ لاق 
I said to AÎmad: “If a man admitted [having a debt] to an inheritor or 
a non-inheritor, [is that accepted from him]?” 
He said: “As for his admitting to an inheritor, it is not permitted 
unless there is evidence, while it is not permitted to a non-inheritor”. 
                                                 
32 IsÎÁq b. ManÒÙr al-Kawsaj, MasÁÞil al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal wa-IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh, q. 865. 
(The translation is by Spectorsky in Chapters, 147 with some changes).  
33 Ibid, q. 915. (The translation is by Spectorsky in Chapters, 156-57). 
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IsÎÁq said: “Whenever he admits having a debt to an inheritor or a 
non-inheritor, whilst sick [unto death], it is permitted, unless he was 
forced to admit to an inheritor”. 
I said to AÎmad: “If he [a man], sick [unto death], admitted having a 
debt to a woman [and] after that, he married her, then he died and she 
is an inheritor from him; is it [i.e. his admission] not permitted?” 
He said: “he admitted having that [i.e., the debt] when she was not 
his wife, unless he was forced [to do so] and if he was forced into it 
[his admission] is rejected”. 
IsÎÁq said: “He did excellently, but he was wrong in the former 
[answer].” 
AbÙ YaÝqÙb [al-Kawsaj] said: “It was so difficult for IsÎÁq to 
disagree with him. And he highly respected him.”34  
IsÎÁq was once surprised when AÎmad said that the minor pilgrimage (al-Ýumrah) was 
a duty (wÁjib) and IsÎÁq comments that: 
T"/ UV W *&X	 Y	 :Z ,=P	
 [ 9; H :7CN [ 
It is as he said, and he did excellently. I thought there was no one 
who agreed with me on this opinion!35 
However, al-Kawsaj presumably uses other MasÁÞil, such as those of al-ZuhrÐ (d. 
125/742-43), Ibn AbÐ LaylÁ (d. 148/765), al-AwzÁÝÐ (d. 157/774), and MÁlik (d. 
179/795). In addition, al-Kawsaj sometimes creates new questions, or takes the 
conversation further by building questions on his masters’ answers or by asking them 
for their evidence.  
Al-Kawsaj exploits his MasÁÞil to show how AÎmad admires him and counts him as a 
scholar, not just as a normal student. Al-Kawsaj states that 
؟دحاو ناكم يف ًايلھاجو ًايملاسإ ًازنك دجو لجر يف لوقت ام :دمحأ يل لاق 
.يملاسإ هذھ :تلق 
؟ةقرفتم اھدجو اذإ لوقت امف :لاق 
.ةطقل رخلآاو ،زاكر يلھاجلا :تلق 
.تلق ام نسحأ ام :لاق 
AÎmad asked me: “what do you say if a man finds an Islamic and 
Ignorant (pre-Islamic) treasure altogether in same place?” 
I [i.e., al-Kawsaj] said: “this is an Islamic.” 
                                                 
34 Ibid., q. 3223-24.  
35Ibid., q. 1366. 
؟يھ ةبجاو ةرمعلا :لبنح نب دمحم نب دمحأ ﷲ دبع يبلأ تلق 
.ةبجاو يھ :لاق 
؟ةعتملا اھنم يضقي و:تلق 
.معن :لاق 
.هيلع ينعباتي لا ًادحأ نأ تننظ ،داجأو لاق امك وھ :قاحسإ لاق 
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He [i.e., AÎmad] said: “so, what do you say if he finds them in 
different places?” 
I said: “the Ignorant is rikÁz (ore); and the other [i.e., the 
Islamic] is luqaÔah (property found by chance).” 
[AÎmad] said: “how excellent is what you have said.” 36  
Al-Kawsaj, as a professional teacher, asked for money from students who wanted to 
copy and study his book of the MasÁÞil. When ÑÁliÎ b. AÎmad told his father that al-
Kawsaj in KhurÁsÁn narrated these responses (MasÁÞil) which he had asked him about 
them and that he was taking money (darÁhim) for it, AÎmad became angry and 
grieved.  He then said: “They came and asked me for these responses then transmitted 
them and took [money] for them?” After this, ÑÁliÎ said: “al-Kawsaj came to Baghdad 
and visited my father, but AÎmad did not say anything to him about that”.37 This story 
is likely to be reliable because it does not exaggerate AÎmad’s reaction, although less 
reliable stories and rumours about AÎmad’s attitude towards al-Kawsaj’s MasÁÞil were 
known. In one of them it is related that: 
إ نأ ينغلب دمحأ لاقروصنم نب قاحس  دق ينأ اودھشا ناسارخب لئاسم ينع ىوري جسوكلا
لك كلذ نع تعجره  
AÎmad states: “I have heard that IsÎÁq b. ManÒÙr al-Kawsaj, in 
KhurÁsÁn, narrates responses (MasÁÞil) from me; witness that I 
retracted all of my answers I had given to him.”38 
 This story, which was rejected by ÑÁliÎ b. AÎmad, was transmitted by a person called 
AÎmad b. al-RabÐÝ b. DinÁr. This person is unknown, despite having been described as 
a friend of AÎmad. We only know of him through this quotation. In contrast, another 
unknown person, ÍassÁn b. MuÎammad, who obviously supported al-Kawsaj, says:  
 لاق اھقلع يتلا لئاسملا كلت ضعب نع عجر لبنح نب دمحأ نأ هغلب روصنم نب قاحسإ نأ
 ىلإ لاجار جرخو هرھظ ىلع اھلمحو بارج يف لئاسملا كلت روصنم نب قاحسإ عمجف
 اھب هل رقأف اھيف هاتفتسا ةلأسم لك يف اھيلع دمحأ طوطخ ضرعو هرھظ ىلع يھو دادغب
هنأش نم دمحأ كلذب بجعأو ايناث 
When al-Kawsaj heard about AÎmad’s retraction, he took his MasÁÞil 
in a bag (jirÁb), put it on his back and travelled to Baghdad on foot. 
He met with AÎmad and showed him his hand-writing on every 
                                                 
36 Ibid., q 1934. 
37al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh BaghdÁd,  7: 386. لا يدع نبا ميعن وبأ لاق اندنع لبنح نب دمحأ نب حلاصل :تلق ظفاح
 نإ ينغلب ينإ حلاص يل لاقف ةياكحلا هذھ هل تركذو هنع جسوكلا قاحسإ هاور امع تعجر دق لاق هنأ ﷲ دبع يبأ نع ةياكح يوري خيش
نم يبأ بضغف مھاردلا اھيلع ذخأيو اھنع كلأس يتلا لئاسملا هذھ ناسارخب يوري جسوكلا ينعي روصنم نب قاحسإ  ام متغاو كلذ
ىلع ذخأي ناك نيكد نب لضفلا ميعن ابأ نإ هل :تلقف اديدش اراكنإ ركنأو اھيلع نوذخأيو اھب نوثدحي مث لئاسملا نع ينولأسي لاقف هتملعأ 
ع هنأ هتملعأف يبأ ىلإ راصف دادغب كلذ دعب مدق روصنم نب قاحسإ نإ مث حلاص لاق ًائيش هنع تيور ام اذھ تملع ول لاقف ثيدحلا ىل
.كلذ نم ءيشب هعم ملكتي ملو هل نذأف بابلا 
38 Ibid., 7: 386.  
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single response (masÞalah). Hence AÎmad agreed to them [i.e., his 
responses] again, and admired him39 
 
As a result of the rumour that AÎmad had retracted al-Kawsaj’s MasÁÞil, some 
jurisprudents (likely to have been ÍanbalÐs) had doubts about the work. However, the 
leader of the ÍanbalÐs, al-Íasan Ibn ÍÁmid (d. 403/1012) made a lengthy defence of 
its reliability.40  
Al-Kawsaj died in 251/865, ten years after AÎmad’s death. He had started 
transmitting IsÎÁq’s and AÎmad’s responses (MasÁÞil) during AÎmad’s lifetime, 
meaning that his MasÁÞil was widely known during AÎmad’s life and during the 
period immediately after his death. Presumably, al-Kawsaj’s MasÁÞil was the main 
source of AÎmad’s juridical opinions in the second half of the ninth century.  This 
was before al-KhallÁl wrote his book al-JÁmiÝ li-ÝulÙm al-ImÁm AÎmad, and before al-
KhallÁl and his book(s) became the main authority on AÎmad’s theological and 
juridical opinions. MuÎammad b. ÝIsÁ al-TirmidhÐ (d. 279/892) in his book al-JÁmiÝ al-
SaÎÐÎ (known as Sunan al-TirmidhÐ) relies on al-Kawsaj’s MasÁÞil when presenting 
IsÎÁq’s and AÎmad’s opinions.41 In Egypt the book was also known in the early 
period, and it was used to present AÎmad’s and IsÎÁq’s opinions by ÝUbayd AllÁh b. 
MuÎammad al-BarqÐ (d. 291/904), in his commentary on MukhtaÒar Ibn ÝAbd al-
Íakam.42  MuÎammad Ibn al-Ḥusayn al-ÀjurrÐ (d. 360/970) also used it.43 Last, but 
not least, ÝUmar b. AÎmad al-BarmakÐ (d. 387/999) wrote a commentary on al-
Kawsaj’s MasÁÞil. This has apparently not survived, although it is referred to by Ibn 
AbÐ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ.44 
 
 
                                                 
39 Ibid., 7: 386-87.   كلت ضعب نع عجر لبنح نب دمحأ نأ هغلب روصنم نب قاحسإ نأ نوركذي انخياشم تعمس دمحم نب ناسح لاق
جرخو هرھظ ىلع اھلمحو بارج يف لئاسملا كلت روصنم نب قاحسإ عمجف لاق اھقلع يتلا لئاسملا  هرھظ ىلع يھو دادغب ىلإ لاجار
.هنأش نم دمحأ كلذب بجعأو ايناث اھب هل رقأف اھيف هاتفتسا ةلأسم لك يف اھيلع دمحأ طوطخ ضرعو 
40  Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 316-19. 
41 al-TirmidhÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÒaÎiÎ,  KitÁb al-ÝIlal, 1176-67. 
42 ÝUbayd AllÁh b. MuÎammad al-BarqÐ, SharÎ al-MukhtaÒar al-ÑaghÐr. manuscript. For this book see: 
Jonathan Brockopp, Early MÁlikÐ Law: Ibn ÝAbd al-Íakam and his major compendium of 
jurisprudence, 56-57. 
43   MuÎammad b. al-Íusayn al-ÀjurrÐ, Tah ̣rÐm al-nard wa-al-shiÔranj wa al-malÁhÐ, 161. 
44 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 273. 
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2.3. Al-Athram’s MasÁÞil (d. after 260/875) 
Al-Athram is AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. HÁniÞ. He was an outstanding transmitter and 
jurisprudent, and was one of the disciples of both AÎmad and Ibn AbÐ Shaybah.  
Some of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s students quoted him as saying that he had forbidden 
people to write anything emanating from al-Athram. Al-MarrÙdhÐ, who seems to have 
been on good terms with al-Athram, claims that: 
 :لاق ؟هنع ةباتكلا نع تيھن :تلق ،مرثلأا ركب يبأ نع [لبنح نبأ دمحأ] هتلأسو
 لئاسملا هذھ هركأ امنإ ،ثيدحلا هنع بتُكي لا هنإ لقأ مل 
I asked him [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] about al-Athram: “did you 
forbid [people] to write from him?” He said: “I did not say do 
not write the ÎadÐth from him, I only hate these MasÁÞil.”45  
Another report gives more details about the story. It is said that AÎmad was angry 
with al-Athram and seems to have forbidden him to come to his house until al-Athram 
had shown his repentance. Al-Athram arranged for one of AÎmad’s disciples to 
intercede on his behalf in order to propitiate AÎmad.46 Why was AÎmad angry with 
al-Athram? And what did al-Athram repent about? We do not have exact answers to 
these questions, but I will attempt to unearth something from the available materials 
that might help to answer them. Fortunately, the ÍanbalÐ literature provides some 
important but incomplete information about the relationship between AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal and al-Athram, and between al-Athram and other traditionalists. One 
important story recounts that one of AÎmad’s students took the chapter on al-ÔahÁrah 
(purification) from al-Athram’s MasÁÞil, and showed it to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. AÎmad 
agreed on some of its points and said “Yes, this is from my words”, but on some of 
other issues he said “No, this is not from my words”. Then al-Athram handed on 
AÎmad’s answers, saying, “I only extend his position by analogy”,47 therefore 
attributing them to AÎmad. Other jurisprudents may have agreed to al-Athram’s 
action, but AÎmad was unlikely to accept this, which is probably why he forbade 
people to copy al-Athram’s MasÁÞil. Fortunately however, the traditionalists did not 
comply with AÎmad’s proscription, and transmitted this MasÁÞil from al-Athram. 
                                                 
45 al-MarrÙdhÐ and others, al-ÝIlal wa-maÝrifat al-rijÁl Ýan al-imÁm AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal 
raÎimahu AllÁh, 174. 
46 al-Íasan Ibn ÍÁmid al-BaghdÁdÐ al-ÍanbalÐ (hereater: Ibn ÍÁmid), TahdhÐb al-ajwibah, 36-37. 
47Ibid., 37 
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Some ÍanbalÐ sources provide a different explanation about al-Athram. In these 
sources, al-Athram is described as one who knows and memorises ÎadÐths, and who 
knows chapters (abwÁb) and musnad. Subsequently, it is said, he left all of this to 
become a disciple of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and devoted himself to AÎmad’s madhhab. 
Al-KhallÁl claims that he had heard from al-MarrÙdhÐ who heard al-Athram saying: “I 
used to memorise the fiqh and ikhtilÁf [the jurisprudence and the disagreement 
between jurisprudents] and when I accompanied AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, I left all of 
that”.48 This statement indicates that al-Athram did not become a disciple of AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal until he had become a scholar (ÝÁlim) himself, which means that al-
Athram converted to follow AÎmad’s madhhab.  It is difficult to believe the ÍanbalÐ 
statement that al-Athram left his work in fiqh to devote himself to AÎmad’s madhhab 
in jurisprudence, since he wrote books on fiqh and ikhtilÁf after becoming a disciple. 
 
In his book, NÁsikh al-ÎadÐth wa-mansÙkhuh [The Abrogator of ÎadÐth and the 
abrogated] al-Athram appears as an independent scholar who uses his individual 
views to study ÎadÐth. However, he quotes AÎmad in this book three times in order to 
show the weakness of some ÎadÐths.49 In addition, he quotes ShuÝbah50 and SulaymÁn 
b. DÁwÙd al-HÁshimÐ51 for the same reason. Nevertheless, he does not quote anyone 
when he discusses jurisprudential matters,52 and he uses expressions, such as “al-ladhÐ 
                                                 
48 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 173-74. 
49 al-Athram, NÁsikh al-ÎadÐth wa-mansÙkhuh,  70-1, 207, 209. 
50 Ibid., 207. 
51  Ibid., 208. 
52 This does not mean he was completely independent. He may have relied on other scholars but he did 
not quote them. For example al-Athram identified the irregular ÎadÐth (al-shÁdhdh) as one which was 
reported by a trustworthy person but goes against the narration of a person more reliable than he is 
reliable. It does not include a ÎadÐth which is unique in its contents and is not narrated by someone else. 
However, al-Athram presents it as his own saying. This meaning of al-shÁdhdh is exactly what was 
reported from al-ShÁfiÝÐ regarding this matter. See: al-Athram, NÁsikh, 181; MuÎammad b. ÝAbd AllÁh 
al-ÍÁkim al-NaysÁbÙrÐ, MaÝrifat ÝulÙm al-ÎadÐth, 119. 
  هيف هفلاخي ملو هلثمب دحأ ءيجي مل ءيشب هدحو ءيجي يذلا ذاشلا سيلو ،هريغ هب ءاج ام فلاخب ءيجي يذلا وھ :اندنع ذاشلاف" :مرثلأا
."هريغ 
لعلأا دبع نب سنوي تعمس :لوقي قاحسإ نب دمحم ركب ابأ تعمس :لوقي ،رقشلأا ملكتملا دمحم نب دمحأ ركب ابأ تعمس :مكاحلا :لوقي ى
لاخي ًاثيدح ةقثلا يوري نأ ذاشلا امنإ .ذاشب سيل اذھ ،هريغ هيوري لا ام ةقثلا يوري نأ ثيدحلا نم ذاشلا سيل" :يعفاشلا يل لاقيف ف ه
ثيدحلا نم ذاشلا اذھ سانلا". 
70 
 
 
nakhtÁr”53 (what we choose is), “narÁ”54 (we see), “al-ikhtiyÁru ÝindanÁ”55 (the choice 
of us is) and “ÝindanÁ”56 (on our side), to present his independent view.  
If al-Athram did not leave his work on jurisprudence and ÎadÐth transmission as 
shown above, what did he mean by following AÎmad’s madhhab? It is likely that the 
madhhab here does not refer to the school of law; rather it refers to AÎmad’s doctrine 
of theology and piety. However, in his letter to ahl al-thaghr (people of the fortified 
border city) Al-Athram refers to AÎmad’s madhhab as a theological one and not as 
being jurisprudential.57 
Nevertheless, in the biography of al-Athram we discover how he was converted to 
AÎmad’s doctrines in theology and piety. Al-Athram was presumably a follower of al-
ÍÁrith al-MuÎÁsibÐ (d. 243/857-8), who was not on good terms with AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal.58 Subsequently, and as a result of being influenced by AÎmad, al-Athram left 
al-ÍÁrith and became his enemy. This statement can be supported by two stories:  in 
the first story al-Athram said that he went to a river to have a ghusul for the Friday 
prayer and was nearly drowned. He begged God, saying: “O God, if you let me live 
today, I will repent of the company of al-ÍÁrith al-MuÎÁsibÐ”.59 This means he was a 
companion of al-MuÎÁsibÐ. The second story describes his hostility towards al-
MuÎÁsibÐ. Al-Athram claimed that, while al-MuÎÁsibÐ was at a wedding, he put his 
head between the railings in order to stare at the women at the wedding but his head 
got stuck. When people saw him in this predicament, they asked him “Why are you 
staring at the women?” Al-ÍÁrith answered “To remember al-ÎÙr al-ÝÐn in Paradise”.60 
 
In his letter to ahl al-thaghr, al-Athram criticised some mystics (presumably including 
al-MuÎÁsibÐ), saying: 
                                                 
53 al-Athram, NÁsikh, 71, 261. 
54 Ibid., 185. 
55 Ibid., 232. 
56 Bid., 117.  
57 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 166-72. 
58About AÎmad’s hostility against al-MuÎÁsibÐ see: Melchert, “The Adversaries of AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal”, 241-44; ÝAbd al-Fattāḥ Abū Ghuddah, in his editing of: al-ÍÁrith b. Asad al-MuÎÁsibÐ, 
Risalah al-mustarshidÐn, 19- 24; Gavin Picken, The Concept of tazkiyat al-nafs in Islam in the light of 
the works of al-ÍÁrith al-MuÎÁsibÐ, 157-83. 
59 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 165. 
60 Ibid., 1: 166. 
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دقو ةلقو كسنلا نم بابسأ ىلع تيبلا اومزل اوناك ﷲ دبع يبأ ةايح يف اموق تيأر  ؛ملعلا نم
ھظ ام ضعبب سانلا مھمركأفةلق عم بجعلا مھلخدف ريخلل مھبح نم مھل ر   مھدحأ لازي لا ناكف ملعلا
خيشلا لوقب كلذ ﷲ عفديف بيجعلا رملأاب ملكتي  نوكي لاو ،هنم انملعت نم ىزج ام لضفأ ﷲ هازج
لاإ ءيش كلذ نم مھنم دحأ نم  كلذ نم ظفاح انأف هرتس نم ىضم ام كتھو هتحيضف ببس ناك
امنإو ،ةريثك ءايشلأ مھدحلأ لوقي ،هدونج عم سيلبإ دياكم نم اذھ:  لاق دق لقف ،كلثم نمو تنأ تنأ  
هئدتبي نأ هدنع نيزيف ملع يف ةعس كانھ سيل .ءيشلا هبلق يف ىقلي مث .كريغ  لك نإو ،هب تمشيل
رانلا يف ةللاض لكو ةللاض ةعدب لكو ةعدب ةثدحم 
During the life of AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal], I have seen some 
people who remain at home in the name of asceticism while they lack 
knowledge. People honoured them for the apparent goodness they 
displayed, which resulted in them becoming proud and arrogant in addition 
to the fact that they were lacking in knowledge. This pride led some of 
them to dare to speak of strange and unbelievable matters that were always 
refuted by the shaykh [i.e., AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] …. Therefore, every time 
they speak out they are exposed and embarrassed and there are plenty of 
stories that I know by heart about them which show how Satan tricks his 
soldiers. He [Satan] would keep praising someone by saying: “You are 
such and you are such so go out and speak”. Then he puts something in his 
heart and then fixes it for him to speak it out so that Satan can mock him. 
Indeed, every new matter is innovation and every innovation is a 
misguidance and every misguidance is in Hell.61  
 
We can gather from all of this that al-Athram withdrew gradually from some of his 
thinking after his relation with AÎmad and especially his connection with al-
MuÎÁsibÐ. Nevertheless, al-Athram did not withdraw from applying some rational 
aspects when he wrote his books; these were rejected by AÎmad Ibn Íanbal but, 
interestingly, were accepted by the later ÍanbalÐs. 
Al-Athram is well-known for his book al-Sunan, which is quoted in leading books in 
Islamic law (both in jurisprudence and ÎadÐth) by MÁlikÐ, ShÁfiÝÐ and ÍanbalÐ 
scholars.62 In his book al-Fihrist, al-NadÐm describes al-Sunan as following “KitÁb al-
Sunan, in the fiqh, [based] on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s madhÁhib and his evidence from 
ÎadÐth”.63 This Sunan is presumably al-Athram’s MasÁÞil, which has another name, 
because he quotes AÎmad Ibn Íanbal in nearly every chapter. Furthermore, the 
quotations from al-Sunan in later sources match other quotations from the MasÁÞil.64 
                                                 
61 Ibid., 1: 167. 
62 For some examples of them, see the editor’s introduction to: al-Athram, “Sunan”, 217-19. 
63 MuÎammad b. IsÎÁq al-NadÐm, KitÁb al-Fihrist, 285. It is clear that the title of the book is al-Sunan, 
and the rest of al-NadÐm’s words are a description of the book. However, Bakr AbÙ Zayd thought 
mistakenly that the title of the book was (al-Sunan fÐ al-fiqh ÝalÁ madhhab AÎmad Ibn Íanbal wa-
shawÁhidihi min al-ÎadÐth), see: AbÙ Zayd. al-Madkhal al-mufaÒÒal, 2: 627, 807. 
64 For example, compare Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 162-64, with al-Athram, “Sunan”, 228-9, 237, 248-
49, 261-62. 
72 
 
 
Moreover, al-KhallÁl’s description of al-Athram’s MasÁÞil resembles al-Sunan that we 
have now,65 which means that al-Sunan and the MasÁÞil are the same book. 
To our knowledge, only 22 chapters of the book still survive; all of them are about al-
wuÃÙÞ (ablutions). However, there are several quotations from the book in later 
sources which can help us in general to identify the method used in the book. 
Al-Athram organised his books as jurisprudence books, and begins every chapter with 
some relevant ÎadÐths (traditions), as well as traditions from the Companions and the 
Successors. Subsequently, he asked AÎmad about this matter. As a disciple of Ibn AbÐ 
Shaybah, al-Athram was highly influenced by his master’s book al-MuÒannaf when he 
organised the chapters in his own book.66 In his questions, al-Athram frequently says: 
“I said to AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh”, and “was said to AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh”. On some rare 
occasions he says “AÎmad was asked and I was hearing”,67 or “al-ÝAbbÁs b. ÝAbd al-
ÝAÛÐm told us (ÎaddathanÁ) that he asked AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.”68 
Al-KhallÁl admired the quality of and satisfaction with the MasÁÞil.69 This satisfaction 
came from al-Athram’s deep analyses when he questioned AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. For 
example, al-Athram says: 
 :لاق .هتدواعف .معن :لاق ؟ةدحاو ةفرغ نم قشنتسيو لجرلا ضمضمتي :ﷲ دبع يبلأ تلق
 ،يبنلا ثيدحل ،معن… كيرش ،يلع ثيدح يفو :ُتلق ...ديز نب ﷲ دبع ثيدح ركذو ،
 .هدّوج ةدئاز :لاق ؟هلوقي 
ميأ :لأُسي ىرخأ ةّرم ﷲ دبع ابأ ُتعمسو :لاق قاشنتسلااو ةضمضملا كيلإ بجعأ ا
.ةدحاو ةفرغب :لاقف ؟ةدح ىلع امھنم لك مأ ةدحاو ةفرغب 
I asked AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal]: “Does a man have to 
rinse his mouth (yatamaÃmaÃu) and sniff up and blow out water 
(yastanshiqu) from the same handful (gharfah)?” He said: “Yes”. Then I 
asked him again. He said: “Yes, according to the ÎadÐth of the Prophet 
…”; and he [i.e., AÎmad] invoked ÝAbd AllÁh b. Zayd’s ÎadÐth…I [i.e., 
al-Athram] said: “and SharÐk said that in ÝAlÐ’s ÎadÐth.” He [i.e., 
AÎmad] replied: ‘ZÁÞidah (jawaddahu).”70 
                                                 
65 See: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 162, 384.  
66 See: al-ManÒÙr in his introduction to al-Athram, NÁsikh al-ÎadÐth, 10-11. 
67 By: YÙsuf b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-IstidhkÁr al-jÁmiÝ li-madhÁhib fuqahÁÞ al-amÒÁr wa-
ÝulamÁÞ al-aqÔÁr fimÁ taÃammanahu al-MuwaÔÔaÞ min maÝÁnÐ al-raÞy wa-al-ÁthÁr wa-sharḥ dhÁlika bi-al-
ÐjÁz wa-al-ikhtiÒÁr,  5: 234. 
68 Ibid., 7: 34. 
69 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 384. 
70 al-Athram provides ÝAlÐ’s ÎadÐth in his MasÁÞil from both ZÁÞidah and SharÐk’s transmissions.(Al-
Athram, “Sunan”, 237-8). SharÐk in his version of transmission said that ÝAlÐ rinsed his mouth and 
sniffed up and blew out water from the same handful, while ZÁÞidah did not say that was from the same 
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[al-Athram] said: I heard AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] on 
another occasion was asked: “What do you prefer doing, rinsing mouth 
and sniffing up and blowing out water from the same handful, or 
separating them?” He answered: “From the same handful.”71 
 
Another example illustrating the importance of al-Athram's MasÁÞil is when al-
Athram says: 
 يف ةشئاعو بويأ يبأو ةريرھ يبأ نع يور اميف لوقت ام :هل ليقو لبنح نبا دمحأ ُتعمس
ا ّيلإ ّببُح :لاق هنأ بويأ يبأ نع يور امنإ :لاقف ؟نيفخلا ىلع حسملا راكنإ نإف .لسغل
راصنلأا بويأ يبأ لوق ىلإ ٌبھاذ َبھذي كرتي ْنأ لاإ :لاق .هبعأ مل ؛لسغلا ّيلإ ببح :
.هفلخ ّىلُصي لا اذھف ،عدبلا لھأ عنص امك هاري لاو حسملا ٌلجر 
.لضفأ حسملا ىرنو ،بويأ يبأ لوق ىلإ بھذن لا نحن :لاق مث 
سلا هيف فلاخي لا ًاغئاس ًلايوأت لوأت ْنَمو :لاق مث.هريغ ىرن انك ْنإو هفلخ انيلص فل  
 يلصن لا انك نذإ ؛هفلخ ّلصن مل ؛هارن نحنو مدلا نم ءوضولا َري مل ًلاجر ّنأ ول :لاق مث
.مدلا نم ءوضولا يف ّلھس ْنَمو كلامو بيسملا نب ديعس فلخ 
I heard AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and it was said to him: “What do you say about 
[the reports] which were narrated from AbÙ Hurayrah and AbÙ AyyÙb and 
ÝÀishah concerning the denial of making masÎ [wiping] upon khuffayn 
[leather socks]?” He said: “It has been narrated from AbÙ AyyÙb that he said: 
‘Washing [the feet instead of making masÎ on the khuffayn] is more preferred 
by me’. So if a person goes to follow the saying of AbÙ AyyÙb al-AnÒÁrÐ 
‘washing is more preferred by me’, I will not censure him”. Then he [i.e., 
AÎmad] said: “Unless a person renounces making masÎ [on the khuffayn] and 
does not accept it as the people of innovation do, so this person will not be 
prayed behind”. 
Then he said: “We do not take the view of AbÙ AyyÙb, but we believe masÎ is 
better”. 
Then he said: “and whoever makes an acceptable interpretation that does not 
contradict the [view of the] salaf, we will pray behind this person if even we 
hold a different view.” 
Then he said: “If a person holds the opinion that bleeding does not break 
wuÃÙÞ, and we hold that view [that it breaks wuÃÙÞ], then we would not pray 
behind him, therefore we will not pray behind SaÝÐd b. al-Musayyab and MÁlik 
and those who lighten wuÃÙÞ [by saying bleeding does not break it]”72 
 
In another example, al-Athram explained how AÎmad Ibn Íanbal stuck to the 
doctrines of the ÎadÐth and changed his juridical opinions regarding them. Al-Athram 
says: 
  
                                                                                                                                            
handful. However, it is clear from al-Athram’s question that AÎmad preferred ZÁÞidah’s transmission to 
SharÐk’s. 
71 al-Athram, “Sunan”, 239. 
72 Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-IstidhkÁr, 2: 240-41. 
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 بورغ لبق لخدي :لاقف ؟هفكتعم لخدي تقو يأ يف فكتعملا نع لأُسي لبنح نب دمحأ ُتعمس
 ناك ... يبنلا نأ" ةرمع نع ديعس نب ىيحي  ىور دق :هل ليقف .هتليل ئدتبي نوكيف سمشلا
.تكسف ."هفكتعم لخدي مث رجفلا يلصي 
:لاقف ؟هفكتعم لخدي ٍتقو يأ يف فكتعملا نع لأُسي ىرخأ ةرم هتعمسو  نأ هل بحأ تنك دق
 نع ةرمع نع ديعس نب ىيحي ثيدح نكلو ،ئدتبيو هيف تيبي ىتح ليللا لوأ يف هفكتعم لخدي
."ةادغلا ّىلص اذإ هفكتعم لخدي ناك ،ملسو هيلع ﷲ ىلص ،يبنلا نأ" ةشئاع 
I heard AÎmad Ibn Íanbal being asked about the place of iÝtikÁf, what time 
must one enter his place of iÝtikÁf? 
Then he said: “He will enter before the setting of the sun, and then it will be 
the beginning of his night.” Then it was said to him that YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd 
narrated from ÝAmrah that “the Prophet used to pray the dawn prayer and 
then enter his place of iÝtikÁf.” Then he [i.e., AÎmad] kept quiet. 
And I heard him, on another occasion, being asked that same question. Then 
he answered: “It used to be preferred to me that he will enter [his place of 
iÝtikÁf ] during the beginning part of the night and that he stays in [his place 
of iÝtikÁf] and starts [his iÝtikÁf] in it. However the ÎadÐth of YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd 
from ÝAmrah from ÝÀÞishah is that the Prophet used to enter his place of 
iÝtikÁf  after he prayed the dawn prayer.73 
 
Despite the ÎadÐths and ÁthÁr from the Companions and the Successors that were 
included in al-Athram’s MasÁÞil, this MasÁÞil was not devoted solely to AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal’s juridical opinions. It also contained juridical opinions from some of other 
traditionalists74 such as Musaddad b. Musarhad,75 ÝAbd AllÁh b. Muslim al-QaÝnabÐ,76 
SulaymÁn b. Íarb,77 AbÙ ÝUbayd,78 Ibn al-MadÐnÐ79 and YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn.80  
In addition to al-Sunan, in which al-Athram included AÎmad’s juridical opinions, he 
assembled another book for the critics of the transmitters of ÎadÐth. This book is 
known as KitÁb al-ÝIlal, and part of it still survives under the title Min suÞÁlÁt AbÐ Bakr 
AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. ÍÁniÞ al-Athram AbÁ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn 
Íanbal.81 This juzÞ is only 92 responses and is apparently not the complete book but 
only a portion of it. This can be proved by comparing this juzÞ with other sources 
                                                 
73 Ibid., 10: 309-10. 
74 Melchert has already noted this (The Formation, 141). However, he claims that al-Athram’s MasÁÞil 
includes juridical opinions from IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh. I cannot confirm this claim, and it may be 
incorrect since IsÎÁq was not mentioned among al-Athram’s teachers. See: al-MizzÐ, TahdhÐb al-
KamÁl,1: 467-67. 
75 Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-IstidhkÁr , 4: 340. 
76 Ibid., 6: 38. 
77  Ibid., p. 3: 117. 
78 ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAÎmad Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ, FatÎ al-BÁrÐ fÐ sharÎ ÑaÎÐÎ al-BukhÁrÐ, 4: 382. 
79 Ibid. 
80 According to Melchert, The Formation, 141. 
81 AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. HÁniÞ al-Athram, “Min suÞÁlÁt AbÐ Bakr AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. ÍÁniÞ  al-
Athram AbÁ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal”. 
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quoted from al-Athram, such as al-ÝUqaylÐ (d. 322/934), Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim, and Ibn ÝAdÐ 
(d. 365/976). The rest of the book was probably lost a long time ago.82 However, it 
seems some traditionalists were not satisfied with this book, and ÑÁliÎ b. MuÎammad 
(known as ÑÁliÎ Jazarah, d. 293/906) claimed that his companions (i.e., his 
traditionalist friends) condemned al-Athram for his book of al-ÝIlal from AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal.83 It is difficult to accept ÑÁliÎ Jazarah’s claim, since the book was accepted 
and quoted in some traditionalist books, such as those of Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim and Ibn ÝAdÐ 
and others. However, it is evident that some traditionalists were not on good terms 
with al-Athram and criticised both his MasÁÞil and al-ÝIlal.  
Ibn TaymÐyah attributed a theological book called KitÁb al-Sunnah to him,84 some 
quotations from which can be found in al-KhallÁl’s al-Sunnah.85 These quotations 
confirm that al-Athram did not devote his books to narrating AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s 
doctrines only; rather he quoted other traditionalists, such as YazÐd b. ZurayÝ, al-
AÝmash, QatÁdah, SaÝÐd b. ÝAmr b. SaÝÐd, and ÝAbd al-Malik b. ÝUmayr.86 
2.4. ÑÁliÎ’s MasÁÞil (d. 266/880)   
ÑÁliÎ was the oldest son of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, who relied on him for many matters 
during his life. However, AÎmad was anxious to make him a pious and ascetic person, 
and warned him to accept neither money and nor gifts from the rulers nor to work for 
them. Yet, as a result of his poverty and his big family, ÑÁliÎ could not tolerate his 
father’s doctrine and worked with the state as a judge.87  
 
About half of ÑÁliÎ’s MasÁÞil were published and contain about 1400 responses. Most 
of these MasÁÞil concern jurisprudence (fiqh); some others are about theology or are 
commentaries on the QurÞÁn. There is also a critique of the ÎadÐth transmitters. The 
remarkable point about these MasÁÞil is that they are not organised according to 
                                                 
82 See the editor’s notes in Ibid., 13-14. 
83 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh BaghdÁd, 6: 298. 
84AÎmad b. ÝAbd al-ÍalÐm Ibn TaymÐyah, al-FatwÁ al-ÍamawÐyah al-kubrÁ.  258. 
85 See: al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah.  Nos: 108, 125, 217, 367, 485, 588, 619, 655, 656, 667, 668, 685, 668, 
809, 838, 946, 948, 982, 991, 1041, 1005, 1087, 1095, 1727, 1761, 1804. 
86 Ibid. 
87 For more details see Chapter VI of this study. 
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subject, but appear to be random. However, this is probably because (according to al-
KhallÁl) people from KhurÁsÁn and other regions used to address their questions to 
ÑÁliÎ so that he would ask his father about them. ÑÁliÎ, after asking his father, then 
sent back the answers to these people.88 Thus these MasÁÞil were presumably put in 
the order in which the questions were received, meaning that they were organised 
chronologically: question number one, for example, was asked before question 
number ten. For instance, in question number 631, AÎmad transmitted from ÝUmar 
Ibn al-KhaÔÔÁb and others that the diyah (blood-money for taking life) of Jews and 
Christians was 4,000 dirhams, and that he (AÎmad) followed this statement. 
Subsequently, in question number 1256, AÎmad withdrew from this juridical opinion. 
He stated: 
ملسملا ةيد فصن ىلإ بھذأ مويلا انأف .فلاآ ةعبرأ ينارصنلاو يدوھيلا ةيد :ىلإ بھذأ تنك 
I used to hold the opinion that the diyah of Jews and Christians was four 
thousands. Today, I state that, it is the half of the Muslim’s diyah [i.e. 
6,000 dirhams].89 
ÑÁliÎ used a variety of methods to present his father’s answers. He often says: “I 
asked him.… And he said”. In others he says: “I said…. And he said”. On some rare 
occasions he says: “my father was asked and I was witness”; or “a man wrote to my 
father to ask him”. In some others he transmits only ÎadÐths and ÁthÁr (narratives from 
the Companions and Successors) on his father’s authority. 
ÑÁliÎ asked only his father: he did not ask any other scholar. This is probably because 
this MasÁÞil was not a personal initiative on ÑÁliÎ’s part. Rather, he asked his father 
questions that people had sent to him, and recorded some ÎadÐths or ÁthÁr or fatÁwÁ 
which he had heard from his father.  
In this book AÎmad was less hostile to other scholars. He invoked al-ShÁfiÝÐ,90 MÁlik 
and, unexpectedly, AbÙ ÍanÐfah and his followers,91 in order to support his juridical 
opinions. Furthermore, this MasÁÞil contains some of AÎmad’s principles of 
jurisprudence (uÒÙl al-fiqh). For instance, ÑÁliÎ asked him about al-ShaÝbÐ and al-
                                                 
88 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 462-63. 
89 ÑÁliÎ, MasÁÞil, 327; 185-88, 290. 
90 Ibid.,  136,  
91 Ibid., 144-45,  
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ZuhrÐ: which of them would he prefer to follow if they had a disagreement on a 
juridical matter? And which was most knowledgeable? AÎmad answered; 
،هيلإ بھذيف ،ثيدحلا ... يبنلا نع عمس يرھزلا نوكي دق .ملاع امھلاك ،اذھ ﱡدُحأ لا ،يردأ لا 
دق يبعشلا نوكي وأ .انيلإ بجعأ وھف انيلإ بجعأ وھو ،يرھزلا هعمسي ملو ثيدحلا عمس  
I do not know. I do not restrict this. Both of them are scholars; maybe 
al-ZuhrÐ heard a prophetical tradition, and he followed it. That is 
preferred for us. Or, maybe al-ShaÝbÐ heard the tradition, and al-ZuhrÐ 
did not hear it [and he followed it]. That is preferred for us92 
The implication of this quotation suggests that one should follow the prophetical 
traditions, not the scholars. AÎmad also argues against those who only follow the 
Companions if they reach a consensus on some juridical matters; although people can 
choose another statement if they have a disagreement on a juridical issue, AÎmad 
refutes this claim, and insists that if the Companions have a disagreement on some 
matters, no one can choose another statement; he only will be allowed to choose from 
among their statements.93 This means that, for AÎmad, following the Companions is 
compulsory.  
This book was narrated from ÑÁliÎ in Baghdad and AÒfahÁn. In Baghdad it was 
narrated by ÝAlÐ b. MuÎammad b. BashshÁr (d. 313/925)94 and by al-KhallÁl, who 
narrated ÑÁliÎ’s MasÁÞil in different ways. Frequently, he narrated it from MuÎammad 
b. ÝAlÐ al-WarrÁq (d. 272/885)95 < ÑÁliÎ. On some other occasions he narrated it 
directly from ÑÁliÎ,96 or from his son Zuhayr b. ÑÁliÎ97 < ÑÁlih. This probably means 
that al-KhallÁl only heard a part of ÑÁliÎ’s MasÁÞil from him directly; and yet he heard 
it completely from ÑÁliÎ’s students. In AÒfahÁn, ÑÁliÎ narrated the MasÁÞil from his 
                                                 
92 Ibid.,   53-54.  
93 Ibid., 162-63. 
94 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 111. 
95 For his entry see: al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh BaghdÁd, 4: 102-3, in which al-WarrÁq was 
described as a one of AÎmad’s noble followers. Michael Cook could not identify him (Cook, 
Commanding, 89. Fn, 8) Some writers identify him as MuÎammad b. ÝAlÐ  al-SimsÁr (for his entry see: 
al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh BaghdÁd, 4: 11), but that is incorrect, because al-KhallÁl described him, 
in some places, as al-WarrÁq not al-SimsÁr. For al-KhallÁl’s transmissions from al-WarrÁq, see, for 
example: AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-KhallÁl, AÎkÁm ahl al-milal min al-jÁmiÝ li-MasÁÞil  al-imÁm 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 7, 52, 59, 62,64, 65, 68, 72, 76, 79, 91, 94, 96, 105, 131, 135, 164, 172, 175, 185, 
189, 197, 206, 235, 238, 244, 268, 270, 277, 280, 287, 288, 294, 304, 306, 307, 313, 318, 325, 328, 
335, 343, 363, 368, 374, 380, 391, 395, 416, 417, 427, 450, 451, 456, 462, 474, 467. 
96 For example, see: al-KhallÁl, AÎkÁm ahl al-milal, 164, 215, 377, 399, 405. 
97 For example, see: Ibid.,  246, 325, 369, 385, 435. 
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father, and al-TÁrÐkh98 from ÝAlÐ Ibn al-MadÐnÐ.99 These books were narrated from 
ÑÁliÎ by Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim and others.100   
2.5. AbÙ DÁwÙd’s MasÁÞil (d. 275/889):  
AbÙ DÁwÙd, SulaymÁn b. al-AshÝath al-SijistÁnÐ is a famous traditionalist. After the 
QurÞÁn, his book al-Sunan is one of the six most important books for SunnÐ Muslims. 
He was a close traditionalist disciple to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. In his Sunan, AbÙ DÁwÙd 
transmits about 231 narrated on the authority of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, out of the 4,000 
ÎadÐths contained in the Sunan. He also reported 21 legal opinions of AÎmad's as well 
as the latter's critic of certain traditions and traditionists. Interestingly enough, AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal wrote one ÎadÐth from his student AbÙ DÁwÙd; which of course, made 
AbÙ DÁwÙd very proud.101 
This MasÁÞil includes about 2,071 responses. AbÙ DÁwÙd used various methods to 
present AÎmad’s opinions. Sometimes he says: “I said to AÎmad…and he said”, or “I 
asked AÎmad”, or “AÎmad was asked”, or “I saw AÎmad”. When AÎmad concealed 
himself from the caliph, AbÙ DÁwÙd used to send his questions to him on paper, and 
AÎmad would write down his answers to send back to him.102 Also, AbÙ DÁwÙd 
rarely narrated AÎmad’s theological opinions indirectly; he often narrated them 
through AÎmad’s other students.103 As well as jurisprudential issues, which 
constituted the major part of the book, AbÙ DÁwÙd’s MasÁÞil included theological 
matters and ÎadÐths, and AÎmad’s critique of transmitters. 
In his MasÁÞil, AbÙ DÁwÙd includes details showing that he took long time to collect 
the MasÁÞil from AÎmad. For instance, he says, “I heard AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn 
                                                 
98 al-TÁrÐkh is a book written by Ibn al-MadÐnÐ; it deals with a critique of the ÎadÐth transmitters. For 
this book see: IkrÁm AllÁh ImdÁd al-Íaqq, al-ImÁm ÝAlÐ b. al-MadÐnÐ wa-manhajuh fÐ naqd al-rijÁl, 
271-72. 
99 See: ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad AbÙ al-Shaykh al-AnÒÁrÐ, ÓabaqÁt al-muÎaddithÐn bi-AÒbahÁn wa-al-
wÁridÐna ÝalayhÁ, 3: 141; Dickinson, The Development, 25. 
100 For example, see: Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtÐm, Taqdimah, 235- 42. In these pages Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim transmitted 
from al-TÁrÐkh, and in Ibn AbÐ HÁtim, KitÁb al-JarÎ wa-al-taÝdÐl, 2: 184; 3: 155; 6: 152; 9: 173. He 
transmitted from the masÁʾil. 
101 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh, 10: 79-80. 
102 AbÙ DÁwÙd, MasÁÞil, 356. 
103 Ibid., 363, 365, 370.  
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Íanbal [when] al-WarkÁnÐ asked him…”.104 In other places he describes how AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal carried out al-WarkÁnÐ’s funeral.105 In another example, he said: 
 .سأب هب نكي مل لجر هلعف نإف ،هلعفأ لا انأ :لاق ؟برغملا لبق نيتعكرلا نع لئسو دمحأ تعمس
هاريو هنسحتسي نامزب كلذ لبق هتعمس دقو 
I heard AÎmad was asked about the two prostrations (rakÝahs) before the 
Sunset prayer (al-Maghrib). He said “I do not do it, but if someone does it, 
it is acceptable.” AbÙ DÁwÙd commented: “I had heard him some while 
before this, approve it and agree with it”.106 
AbÙ DÁwÙd asked AÎmad in Baghdad and beyond Baghdad. For example, he says: “I 
said to AÎmad in ÓarsÙs”.107 In some cases in the MasÁÞil AÎmad used the authority 
of jurisprudents who came after the Companions and the Successors. For example, he 
relied on the juridical opinions of MÁlik, Ibn ÝUyaynah, Hushaym and Ibn 
ÝUlayyah.108 
In this MasÁÞil AÎmad shows his disagreement with certain former scholars on various 
issues of jurisprudence. For example: the people of Medina, the rationalists (ahl al-
raÞy), AbÙ Íanifah, MÁlik, al-AwzÁÝÐ, al-ThawrÐ and IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh.109 
Moreover, AbÙ DÁwÙd asked AÎmad if al-AwzÁÝÐ was more accurate in following the 
Prophet than MÁlik. AÎmad answered:  
 هيف ُلجرلا ُدعب نيعباتلا مث ،هب ذخف هباحصأو ... يبنلا نع ءاج ام .ءلاؤھ نم ًادحأ كنيد دلقت لا
.ٌريخم 
Do not take your authority for your religion from any one of these [people]. 
You must follow what comes from the Prophet … and his Companions. 
However, a man has the choice [whether to follow] what comes from the 
Successors110 
For more details about the authority of the Successors, AbÙ DÁwÙd claimed that: 
 نأ لجرلا مزلي  ... يبنلا نع هيف دجوي لا نيعباتلا نم ٍلجر نع ءيشلا ءاج اذإ :لئس هتعمس
نكلو ؛لا :لاق ؟هب ذخأي يبنلا باحصأ نع هيف دجويو لاإ نيعباتلا نع ءيشلا ءيجي داكي لا  
                                                 
104 Ibid., 5. 
105 Ibid., 215. al-WarkÁnÐ is MuÎammad b. JaÝfar b. ÚiyÁd, a neighbour of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal who died 
in 228/842-43. See: al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh, 2: 480-82. 
Significantly, in later sources al-WarkÁnÐ was quoted as saying that when AÎmad b. Íanbal died 
twenty thousand Jews, Christians and Magi converted to Islam. See: Ibn AbÐ ÍÁtim, Taqdimah, 312. 
106 AbÙ DÁwÙd, MasÁÞil, 104. 
107 Ibid., 42. 
108  Ibid., 102, 120, 173, 267, 305. 
109 Ibid. 231, 235, 245, 268, 295.  
110 Ibid., 369. 
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I heard him [i.e., AÎmad] asked: “If something [i.e., legal opinion] comes 
from one of the Successors, and we do not find any [rule] about it from the 
Prophet … does a man have to accept it?” He answered: “No, but it is very 
rare that something [i.e., legal opinion] comes from the Successors and you 
cannot find anything about it from the Companions of the Prophet.”111  
However, this MasÁÞil is not entirely dedicated to AÎmad’s authority. Despite tens of 
ÁthÁr from the Companions, the Successors112 and the traditionalists-jurisprudents 
(such as MÁlik, al-AwzÁÝÐ, WakÐÝ, al-ThawrÐ, and Ibn al-MubÁrak),113 AbÙ DÁwÙd 
also asked some of his teachers (such as SulaymÁn b. Íarb,114 Ibn RÁhawayh, AbÙ 
Thawr and MuÒÝab al-ZubayrÐ) and included their answers in the book.115  
Significantly, in some manuscripts of the MasÁÞil, all of Abū Dawūd's quotations from 
his teachers (except those of AÎmad) were removed. These manuscripts were written 
in the seventh A.H./thirteen century and later.116 This was probably done because the 
writer wanted to dedicate the book to AÎmad's responses only. Hence, the same sort 
of thing may be expected with certain other MasÁÞil. 
   
2.6. Ibn HÁniÞ’s MasÁÞil (d. 275/889) 
Ibn HÁniÞ is IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm Ibn HÁniÞ al-NaysÁbÙrÐ. He and his father were very 
close to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. When AÎmad was hiding from the caliph al-WÁthiq, he 
stayed for three nights in IbrÁhÐm Ibn HÁniÞ’s house, and IsÎÁq, who was nine years 
old, served him.117 His service to AÎmad continued after this, and he became like one 
of AÎmad’s own family. This is reflected in his MasÁÞil. Al-KhallÁl described this 
MasÁÞil as six fascicles (ajzÁÞ),118 and al-DhahabÐ described it as a one volume 
(mujallad).119 This probably means that it was one physical volume containing six 
individual books or parts. However, this MasÁÞil also contains about 2,400 responses, 
                                                 
111  Ibid., 368-69. 
112  Ibid.,  151-70, 181-82, 196-201, 211-12, 283. 
113  Ibid.,  9, 218-19, 324. 
114 Although SulaymÁn was a teacher of AbÙ DÁwÙd, the latter narrated his judicial opinion indirectly. 
See: Ibid., 201-11. 
115  Ibid., 259, 357-63. 
116 see: Ibid., و-ز . 
117 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 252, 285. 
118 Ibid., 1:285. 
119 al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 13: 19. 
81 
 
 
which is bigger than AbÙ DÁwÙd’s by about 300 responses, and bigger than ÝAbd 
AllÁh’s MasÁÞil by about 750 responses.120 Ibn HÁniÞ’s MasÁÞil covers various topics. 
While the main part of the book is dedicated to legal issues, there are critical chapters 
on theological, historical, behavioural (adab) and traditions (hadÐth) matters.   
Ibn HÁniÞ presents AÎmad’s answers by saying that “I asked him ... and he said”, or “I 
heard AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh saying …”, or “he was asked ... and then he said”. Ibn HÁniÞ 
identified the questioners several times; one of them was his father IsÎÁq Ibn HÁniÞ.121 
Others included Ibn Zanjawayh,122 Dallawayh b. KÁmil,123 HÁrÙn al-DÐk,124 and a man 
of the pilgrims (rajulun min al-ÎÁjj).125 A man submitted his creed to AÎmad then 
AÎmad gave his comments on it.126 On some occasions Ibn HÁniÞ narrated MasÁÞil 
from AÎmad indirectly, rather through AÎmad’s other students.127 
Ibn HÁniÞ did not confine himself to record only AÎmad’s legal opinions; on many 
occasions he also recorded AÎmad’s actions. Furthermore, Ibn HÁniÞ transmitted 
ÎadÐths (traditions) and ÁthÁr (Companions’ and Successors’ sayings) with AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal in the chain of transmission.128 It is likely that Ibn HÁniÞ did not revise his 
book; therefore, there are some repeated questions with slight differences in the 
answers. These differences are mainly in providing more details or transmission 
traditions to support AÎmad’s views or giving more evidence.129 
Since Ibn HÁniÞ was very close to AÎmad, sometimes he was sent by AÎmad to buy 
something from a market.130 A story is told of how close Ibn HÁniÞ was to AÎmad and 
his family: a young son of AÎmad asked Ibn HÁniÞ to give him beer (fuqqÁÝan). Ibn 
HÁniÞ asked AÎmad for his permission to do so, but AÎmad refused, as he did not 
                                                 
120 Spectorsky wrongly states that this MasÁÞil is shorter than AbÙ DÁwÙd’s and ÝAbd AllÁh’s MasÁÞils. 
See: Spectorsky, Chapters, 1 ft. 1. 
121 Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 1: 28, 103, 113; 2: 14, 155. 
122 Ibid., 1: 102; 2: 234. 
123 Ibid., 1: 114; 2:  153. 
124 Ibid. 1: 57, 233; 2: 155. 
125 Ibid., 2: 179. 
126 Ibid., 2: 156.  
127 Ibid., 2: 22. 
128 Ibid., 1: 107-8; 2:  1662-63. 
129 For instances, see: Ibid.,  1: (12-13), 48, (71-72), (153-54), (203-4), 230; 2: (14-15), 32, (168, 235-
36). 
130 Ibid., 2: 132. 
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want his son to become accustomed to drinking it.131 Another story is that Ibn HÁniÞ 
claimed that he entered AÎmad’s place, and that someone called MuthannÁ was with 
AÎmad with a book (letter). When MuthannÁ saw Ibn HÁniÞ he hid the book from him. 
AÎmad told the man: “AbÙ YaÝqÙb [Ibn HÁniÞ] is not one whom we hide things 
from.”132 This kind of relationship allowed Ibn HÁniÞ to record many significant 
details of AÎmad’s life, and he provides information about when AÎmad started 
studying ÎadÐth,133 where and when he travelled to collect ÎadÐth, his first pilgrimage 
and his memories of prison.134 Furthermore, he gives important information about 
how AÎmad behaved with his family, his friends and his enemies. There are also 
details of how he bought, took and gave gifts, his patrimony, and even how he 
cooked.135   
Spectorsky doubts the importance of this MasÁÞil and its assistance in understanding 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s jurisprudence.136 Spectorsky’s claim is not correct and can be 
challenged by a close examination of Ibn HÁniÞ’s MasÁÞil. As well as hundreds of 
jurisprudential responses, this MasÁʾil provides materials regarding AÎmad’s 
principles of jurisprudence. For example, Ibn HÁniÞ presents AÎmad as one who relies 
heavily on the Companions’ opinions, and uses them as an authority.137 Ibn HÁniÞ 
asked him: 
 نع هيف ىوري :لاق ؟مھنع ئزجي يھ ،مھلاومأ ةاكز اوذخأف ٍموق ىلع جراوخلا تبلغ اذإ
كل لوقأ :لاق ؟هيلإ بھذت :هل تلق .مھنع ئزجي :لاق هنأ رمع نبا  لوقتو رمع نبا نع هيف
!هيلإ بھذت :يل 
If KhÁrijÐs triumphed over some people and took their almsgiving money 
(zakÁta amwÁlihim) would it accomplish [their duty]?  AÎmad answered: 
“It is related of Ibn ÝUmar that he said it would accomplish this”. I [i.e., 
Ibn HÁniÞ] said: ‘Do you agree with it?’ AÎmad replied: “I say to you it is 
related to Ibn ÝUmar, and then you ask me do agree with it!”138 
                                                 
131 Ibid., 2: 138. 
132 Ibid., 2: 183-4. 
133 Ibid., 2: 205. 
134 Ibid., 1: 61; 2: 195-97. 
135 Ibid., 2: 133, 138, 153, 176-78, 180, 184-85. 
136 Spectorsky, Chapters, 1. ft. 1. 
137 For example see: Ibid., 1:  31, 34, 48, 55-56, 68, 77, 83-84, 94, 185. 
138 Ibid., 1: 115. 
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However, when there is a disagreement between the Companions, AÎmad chooses 
from among their opinions.139 The matter with the Successors is different. AÎmad 
sometimes takes them as his authority,140 and sometimes not.141 Ibn HÁniÞ said: 
  نب ديعس لثم :لاقو .سُمُخلا نم لاإ لفن لا :بيسملا نب ديعس لوق نم ﷲ دبع وبأ بجعت
.اذكھ ًاضيأ لوقي كلام ناكو ؟اذھ هيلع بھذ فيك هملعو بيسملا 
AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad] was wondering about SaÝÐd b. al-Musayyab’s 
statement that there was no booty (nafl) except from the one-fifth; and he 
said “One such as SaÝÐd b. al-Musayyab and his knowledge, how could he 
miss that? And MÁlik was also saying the same!”142  
When Ibn HÁniÞ asked AÎmad: 
 نع وأ ةباحصلا نع ثيدح وأ كيلإ بحأ ،تبث لاجرب لسرم ... ﷲ لوسر نع ثيدح
م نيعباتلا؟تبث لاجرب لصت  
a ÎadÐth transmitted from the Prophet … by trustworthy transmitters, but it 
is mursal.143 Do you like it more than a ÎadÐth from the Companions or 
from the Successors that is transmitted through trustworthy transmitters?  
AÎmad answered “From the Companions is more preferable to me.”144  
  
Ibn HÁniÞ also presents AÎmad’s disagreement with other jurists such as rationalists, 
the people of Medina, MÁlik and IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh.145 On the other hand, AÎmad 
sometimes answers by invoking statements from former jurists, such as ShuÝbah, al-
AwzÁÝÐ, Ibn ÝUyaynah, Ibn MahdÐ and YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd al-QaÔÔÁn.146  
                                                 
139 Ibid., 1: 220, 231. 
140 Ibid., 1: 19, 25, 27, 58, 115, 146, 151. 
141 Ibid., 1: 21, 28, 142, 185; 2: 71, 106. 
142 Ibid., 2: 106. In the Islamic law booty is “movable goods taken by force from unbelievers during 
actual warfare, [and] must be divided among the army and the imām (as head of state) once the army 
has returned to Islamic territory. The head of state is entitled to one-fifth (to be distributed to the leader, 
the Prophet's relatives, the orphans, the needy and travelers) and the remainder is to be divided among 
the soldiers … The head of state may reward certain warriors by giving them larger shares (nafl, pl. 
anfÁl, cf. q 8:1). Opinions differ on whether this reward is to be paid from the one-fifth portion of the 
state or at the expense of the other soldiers”. See: Rudolph Peters, "Booty", in IE2. 
143 Mursal is a technical term used in ÎadÐth science to describe an isnÁd in which the link between the 
Successor and the Prophet became missing. However, it seems that Ibn ÍÁniÞ means missing a link in 
any place in the isnÁd. 
144 Ibn HániÞ, MasÁÞil, 2: 165. 
145 Ibid., 1: 12, 56, 173, 201, 204; 2: 25, 64, 87, 106. 
146 Ibid., 1: 112, 120, 153, 173, 2: 31, 95, 129, 174. 
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This MasÁÞil gives significant details of his attitude towards other scholars’ books. 
According to Ibn HÁniÞ, AÎmad forbids reading the rationalists’ books and even 
sitting with them.147 Furthermore, AÎmad says that:  
 حلفي لا.ثيدحلل نودناعم مھنلأ ؛مھنع بتكن ملف ريثك ثيدح مھدنع ناكو يأرلا باحصأ انكرت
.دحأ مھنم 
We have left ahl al-raÞy and they have a huge number of ÎadÐths, and 
we did not transmit [ÎadÐths] from them because they are resistant to 
ÎadÐth. None of them will ever prosper (lÁ yufliÎu minhum aÎad)148   
However, he considered AbÙ YÙsuf as one of the best among them in ÎadÐth, whereas 
MuÝallÁ b. ManÒÙr was one of the worst of them. It was not permitted, AÎmad said, 
for anyone to transmit [ÎadÐth] from him.149  
Furthermore, Ibn HÁniÞ frequently quotes AÎmad’s hostility towards writing books. 
According to Ibn HÁniÞ, AÎmad did not like writing books, and anyone who wrote a 
book was an innovator, because none of the Companions and the Successors had done 
so.150 For this reason, AÎmad rejected the books of AbÙ Thawr, MÁlik, AbÙ ÝUbayd 
and IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh. On the other hand, he accepted the munÁÛarah (disputation), 
in which one says what he knows and what he heard of the fatwÁ. Moreover, he 
accepted AbÙ ÝUbayd’s book GharÐb al-ÎadÐth, because he had transmitted it from 
Bedouins (qawmin AÝrÁb).151   
2.7. Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl’s MasÁÞil (d. 280/893): 
This is the Íarb b. IsmÁÞÐl al-KirmÁnÐ who was ascribed to KirmÁn, an area in 
NaysÁbÙr.152 Íarb was about ninety years old when he died, which means he was 
born in late second A.H/early ninth century.  
                                                 
147 Ibid., 2: 166. 
148 Ibid., 2: 168. 
149 Ibid., 2: 166. 
150 Ibid, 2: 165. 
151 Ibn HániÞ, MasÁÞil, 2: 167. For the meaning and the description of munÁÛarah, see: George Makdisi, 
The Rise of Colleges: Institutions of  Learning in Islam and the West, 109-11, 133-40. For the history 
of munÁÛarah, see: E. Wagner, "MunÁÛara", in EI2. 
152 According to al-SamÝÁnÐ, Íarb is from an area in NaysÁbÙr called KirmÁn not from the Persian 
province and its present capital of KirmÁn. See: al-SamÝÁnÐ, al-AnsÁb, 10: 403-4. 
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Íarb was described as being on good terms with al-MarÙdhÐ, one of AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal’s famous disciples. Al-KhallÁl describes Íarb by saying that: 
 ،ةفرغ يف يدنع انھاھ لزن :يل لاقو ،هيلإ جورخلا ىلع يذورملا ركب وبأ ينثح ،ليلج لجر
ﷲ دبع يبأ نم اھعمس لئاسم هطخب يل بتكي ناكو ،ﷲ دبع يبأ ىلع مدق امل 
He is a great man. AbÙ Bakr al-MarÙdhÐ encouraged me to travel to him, 
and [al-MarÙdhÐ] said: “When he [i.e., Íarb] came to AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh 
[AÎmad], he stayed here in a room [in my house]; and he used to write to 
me MasÁÞil that he had heard from AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad].”153   
 
Al-KhallÁl adds: 
لإ هباتكب تمدقف .اھفرعي برح ناك تاملاعو ًاباتك ركب وبأ هيلإ يل بتكو هرھظأو هب ﱠرُسف هي
لئاسملا هذھ هنم تعمسو ،ينمركأو هدلب لھلأ 
AbÙ Bakr [al-MarÙdhÐ] wrote to him a [recommendation] letter for me, 
with signs which Íarb knows. After I came to [Íarb] with [al-MarÙdhÐ’s] 
letter, he was happy and showed the letter to his city citizens. He was 
generous to me, and I heard these MasÁÞil from him.154 
Al-KhallÁl describes Íarb as the jurisprudent of the city, who had been appointed by 
the sulÔÁn the superior of the jurists and of others in the city.155 Íarb indicated that his 
MasÁÞil consisted of 4,000 responses from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and IsÎÁq Ibn 
RÁhawayh, but he revised this statement by saying that he had not counted them.156  
This number (4000) is not the total of the responses in the MasÁÞil, because Íarb 
included a large number of responses from other traditionalists in addition to AÎmad 
and Ibn RÁhawayh. Not only this, but he included traditionalist responses from 
previous generations, as well as the Prophet’s ÎadÐth and the Companions and the 
Successors’ sayings (ÁthÁr). This makes this MasÁÞil a warehouse of all traditionalist 
doctrines in jurisprudence, theology, history, the interpretation of ÎadÐth, and 
transmitters’ critiques and behaviour (ÁdÁb). 
Íarb includes various responses from his masters, such as AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, IsÎÁq 
Ibn RÁhawayh, ÝAlÐ Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, AbÙ Thawr, ÝAbbÁs b. ÝAbd al-ÝAÛÐm, YaÎyÁ b. 
ÝAbd al-ÍamÐd, SawwÁr b. ÝAbd AllÁh, AÎmad b. YÙnus, and others. From previous 
traditionalist generations he includes MÁlik b. ÞAnas, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ, 
                                                 
153 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 388-89. 
154 Ibid., 1:389. 
155 Ibid. 
156 Ibid. 
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SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ, al-AwzÁÝÐ, Ibn al-MubÁrak, ÝUmar b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz, al-ZuhrÐ, 
MuÎammad b. ÝAlÐ al-ZubaydÐ, AbÙ al-ZinÁd, AbÙ IsÎÁq al-FazÁrÐ, al-Layth b. SaÝd, 
Ibn AbÐ LaylÁ, KhÁrijah b. MuÒÝab and others. 
Íarb presumably started collecting for his book before the Inquisition, and he 
continued writing it after the Inquisition had ended, which probably explains why he 
included the opinions of some traditionalists such as Ibn al-MadÐnÐ and AbÙ Thawr, 
towards whom AÎmad had become inimical after the Inquisition. Íarb was aware of 
this, so when he transmitted a tradition from AÎmad < Ibn al-MadÐnÐ < MuÝÁdh b. 
HishÁm < his father < QatÁdah < SharÐk b. KhalÐfah < Ibn ÝUmar, Íarb stated: 
“AÎmad narrated to us (ÎaddathanÁ) from ÝAlÐ [Ibn al-MadÐnÐ] before the 
Inquisition”.157  He also provided information about the traditionalists who, under the 
Inquisition, complied with the doctrine of the QurÞÁn being created.158  
In this MasÁÞil, Íarb often asked AÎmad directly, but on some occasions he narrated 
AÎmad’s answers indirectly through others. For example, he narrated through AbÙ 
DawÙd < AÎmad;159 and, more interestingly, through < AbÙ DawÙd < YaÝqÙb b. 
IbrÁhÐm < AÎmad.160 Although this MasÁÞil provides significant information about 
traditionalist jurisprudence, especially that of IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh, AbÙ Thawr and 
Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, we cannot examine it here because this study is concerned only with 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. 
 
The most controversial part of this MasÁÞil is the theological section, especially 
Íarb’s creed, which was afterwards attributed to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.161  
 
 
                                                 
157 Íarb, MasÁÞl, 458. 
158 Ibid., 492. 
159 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 426. This response is available in AbÙ DawÙd’s MasÁÞil as well. See: AbÙ DÁwÙd, 
MasÁÞil, 64. 
160Íarb, MasÁÞil, 423. This response also is available in AbÙ DawÙd MasÁÞil, see: AbÙ DÁwÙd, MasÁÞil, 
363. 
161 See: AÎmad’s creed I. 
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2.8. ÝAbd AllÁh’s MasÁÞil (d. 290/903)  
ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad narrated his collection of MasÁÞil from his father in Baghdad, in 
285-86/898-99; the collection includes about 1635 responses. This MasÁÞil was 
intended to outline AÎmad’s opinions of jurisprudence matters, and his commentaries 
on the meaning of some ÎadÐths. 
 ÝAbd AllÁh uses various ways to present his father’s opinions. Sometimes he says “I 
asked my father ... and he said”, “I heard my father saying”, “I saw my father”, or in 
some cases he consults his father, then his father asks him to write down his 
answer.162 On other rare occasions, ÝAbd AllÁh uses responses that he did not hear 
from his father, although he has found them in his father’s book (compilation),163 or 
else has narrated them from another person who had heard them from AÎmad.164  
The MasÁÞil provides some details about the life of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, his 
relationship with his son ÝAbd AllÁh,165 his five pilgrimages and his becoming lost 
during one of them.166 ÝAbd AllÁh provides further details about his father’s practices 
with ordinary religious folk: he wrote incantations for people suffering from such 
tribulations as difficulties in childbirth, fever, and even baldness.167 
In his MasÁÞil, ÝAbd AllÁh transmitted ÎadÐths from teachers other than his father.168  
In addition, he recorded some details of his ÎadÐth studies under those teachers, such 
as Ibn AbÐ Shaybah and SÙwayd b. SaÝÐd.169 However, he also included many 
responses that indicated AÎmad’s principles of jurisprudence (uÒÙl al-fiqh): 
1.  The QurÞÁn: AÎmad distinguishes between al-ÝÁmm (general word) and al-khÁÒÒ 
(particular proof). The understanding of al-ÝÁmm takes three forms. First, the ÝÁmm 
can be understood by the Sunnah. If there is no Sunnah on the meaning of this verse 
(Áyah) then we look in the practices of the Companions for the meaning of the Áyah. 
                                                 
162 ÝAbd AllÁh, MasÁÞil, 42, 150, 363. 
163 Ibid., 166, 173. 
164 Ibid., 399. 
165 Ibid., 30, 55, 74, 76, 199. 
166 Ibid., 245. 
167 Ibid., 447. 
168 Ibid., 93, 179, 263, 276, 280, 295, 303. 
169 Ibid., 41, 253, 261. 
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Finally, when there is neither a Sunnah nor a practice of the Companions, we look for 
which meaning is closer to the Sunnah [i.e., qiyÁs] and use it to understand the 
ÝÁyah.170  
2.  The Sunnah:  this MasÁÞil shows how the Sunnah becomes the central principle for 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, as illustrated by the following examples: 
• The authority of the Sunnah: ÝAbd AllÁh ended his MasÁÞil by quoting his father, 
saying: “God, be blessed and exalted, requires the adherence to his messenger … 
in numerous places in the QurÞÁn”. Then AÎmad read them [i.e., the verses] all or 
most of them.171 This means that AÎmad derives the authority of the Sunnah from 
the QurÞÁn. However, ÝAbd AllÁh does not recall the verses (ÁyÁt) that his father 
had read. Subsequently, ÝAbd AllÁh himself obtained these verses from the 
QurÞÁn and included them in his MasÁÞil.172  
• Does the Sunnah clarify and identify or does it demonstrate the meaning of the 
QurÞÁn? ÝAbd AllÁh asked his father: 
 امف :تلق .يرھزلاو لوحكم مھنم موق كلذ لاق :لاق "؟باتكلا ىلع يضقت ةنسلا" يف لوقت ام
.باتكلا ىنعم ىلع لدت ةنسلا :لوقأ :لاق ؟تنأ لوقت 
What do you say about “The Sunnah rules the book [i.e., the QurÞÁn]”? 
AÎmad answered: “some people say that, such as MakÎÙl and al-ZuhrÐ”. 
ÝAbd AllÁh asked again: “What do you say?” AÎmad answered: “I say the 
Sunnah leads to the meaning of the book [i.e., the QurÞÁn]”173 
 
3.    The consensus (al-ijmÁÝ): ÝAbd AllÁh claims that his father stated: 
  هيف يعدي ام اذھ .اوفلتخا دق سانلا لعل ،بذك وھف عامجلإا ىعدا نم .بذك عامجلإا لجرلا
 مل وأ ،كلذ هغلبي مل وأ ،نوفلتخي سانلا ملعي لا :لوقي نكلو ،مصلأاو يسيرملا رشب ىوعد
.اوفلتخا سانلا ملعي لا :لوقيف .هيلإ هتني 
Whatever a man claims to be a consensus, it is an untruth. Whoever 
claims consensus is a liar; maybe people have had disagreements [on 
it]. This is the allegation of Bishr al-MarÐsÐ and al-AÒamm. However, 
they should claim that as far as they know, people did not have any 
disagreement on it, or the disagreement did not come to his attention.174  
                                                 
170 Ibid., 442. 
171 Ibid., 450. 
172 Ibid., 450-55 
173 Ibid., 438. 
174 Ibid., 438-39. 
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ÝAbd AllÁh is not the only one to have narrated this opinion from AÎmad; it was 
also narrated by other disciples such as al-MarrÙdhÐ, AbÙ ÓÁlib and AbÙ al-
ÍÁrith.175 This may not mean that AÎmad rejected the authority of the consensus 
(ijmÁÝ). Rather, he sometimes relied on the authority of the consensus of the 
Companions to prove his opinions. This probably means that he rejected a part of 
the consensus, but not all of it.  
AÎmad’s hostility towards rationalists also appears in this MasÁÞil. According to ÝAbd 
AllÁh, AÎmad says, “A weak ÎadÐth is better than AbÙ ÍanÐfah’s opinion (raÞy).”176 
Furthermore, AÎmad was against writing books of jurisprudence that contained 
personal reasoning. When he was asked about writing books, he answered 
 عضوف نسحلا نب دمحم ءاجو ًاباتك عضوو فسوي وبأ ءاجف ًاباتك عضو ةفينح وبأ اذھ ،اھھركأ
 ًاضيأ يعفاشلا ءاجو ًاباتك عضو كلام اذھو .ًاباتك عضو لجر ءاج املك ،هل ءاضقنا لا اذھف ،ًاباتك
 اذھ ءاجو–روث ابأ ينعي-كرُتيو ،ًاباتك عضو لجر ءاج املك ،ةعدب اھعضو بتكلا هذھو .  ثيدح
 عماج" هركي يبأ ناكو .ةديدش ةھارك اھھركو بتكلا عضو باعو ...هباحصأو ... ﷲ لوسر
.ةديدش ةھارك هھركيو ،هركنيو "نايفس 
I hate it. Look AbÙ ÍanÐfah wrote a book, then AbÙ YusÙf came along and 
wrote a book, then MuÎammad b. al-Íasan [al-ShaybÁnÐ] came and wrote a 
book; there is no end to this. Whenever a man comes along, he writes a 
book! And look MÁlik wrote a book, and al-ShÁfiÝÐ came [and wrote a 
book] too, and this man (meaning AbÙ Thawr) has come and written a 
book. These books that have been written are an innovation. Whenever a 
man comes along, he writes a book and abandons the ÎadÐth of the 
Messenger of God! … and his Companions. AÎmad condemned writing 
books and hated it strongly. My father [i.e., AÎmad] also hates the “JÁmiÝ” 
of SufyÁn, and rejects it, and he hates it strongly.177   
• KitÁb al-Sunnah 
Concerning theology, ÝAbd AllÁh wrote his book KitÁb al-Sunnah, also known as 
KitÁb al-Radd ÝalÁ al-JahmÐyah.178Although he frequently relied on his father’s 
authority, he did not devote his book solely to his father’s doctrine. Rather, he only 
narrated from his father in 660 out of the 1551 reports, which accounts for about 42 
percent of the book.179 
                                                 
175 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-ÝUddah fi uÒÙl al-fiqh, 2: 182. 
176 ÝAbd AllÁh, MasÁÞil, 438. 
177 Ibid., 437. 
178 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 57-58. 
179 See the editor’s introduction, 61 
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In general, KitÁb al-Sunnah presents the beliefs of traditionalists in the second half of 
the ninth and the early tenth centuries. The book deals with matters such as: 
1.  The QurÞÁn:  ÝAbd AllÁh makes a lengthy defence of the QurÞÁn as God’s word 
(kalÁmu AllÁh). It is therefore uncreated, and those who believe in the creation of the 
QurÞÁn are unbelievers (kuffÁr). Relying on the authority of the traditionalists, ÝAbd 
AllÁh wrote several chapters in support of the idea that the JahmÐs were unbelievers. 
He devoted a chapter to the reports from ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-MubÁrak, who claimed that 
the JahmÐs worshipped nothing (lÁ shayÞ) and so were unbelievers. Another chapter 
was from SufyÁn b. ÝUyaynah, who said that those who believed in the creation of the 
QurÞÁn were unbelievers and deserved to be killed. The same ideas were repeated in 
the other chapters from ÝAbd AllÁh b. IdrÐs, WakÐÝ b. al-JarrÁÎ, ÍammÁd b. Zayd, 
MuÝtamir b. SulaymÁn, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ and YazÐd b. HÁrÙn. In another 
chapter, these ideas were attributed to a “group of scholars” (jamÁÝah min al-ÝulamÁÞ). 
A further chapter contained the statements of the scholars (i.e., the traditionalists) who 
state that: the QurÞÁn is God’s word and uncreated. A further chapter condemned 
those who said: “My pronunciation of the QurÞÁn is created”. ÝAbd AllÁh quoted his 
father, among other traditionalists, to prove that this statement was an innovation and 
was the same as the creed of al-Jahm and the JahmÐs. ÝAbd AllÁh then devoted a 
chapter to attacking Jahm b. ÑafwÁn and al-JaÝd b. Dirham and their followers. As one 
would expect, all the statements in this chapter are hostile, describing them as 
unbelievers and libertines (ZanÁdiqah). 
In addition, and more importantly, ÝAbd AllÁh wrote a chapter condemning AbÙ 
ÍanÐfah, under the title “What I have memorised from my father and other mashÁyikh 
regarding AbÙ ÍanÐfah”. AbÙ Íanifah is described in this chapter as a JahmÐ who 
believes that the QurÞÁn is created, and a MurjiÞÐ who believes in the sword (i.e., he 
holds a revolutionary view) and that repentance for having been an unbeliever is 
sought twice (rather than once), such is the depth of his heresy. Subsequently, ÝAbd 
AllÁh presents the scholars who have attacked AbÙ ÍanÐfah, including rationalists 
such as ÍammÁd Ibn AbÐ SulaymÁn (AbÙ ÍanÐfah’s teacher) and AbÙ YÙsuf al-QÁÃÐ 
(AbÙ ÍanÐfah’s disciple). 
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Another two chapters were written refuting respectively those who did not state 
whether the QurÞÁn was created or uncreated; and those who did state that God did not 
speak (lÁ yatakallam). 
2.  Belief in ruÞyah. ÝAbd AllÁh included traditions and statements from the 
Companions, the Successors and the traditionalist leaders, stating that the believers 
would see God in the Hereafter.  
3.  The matter of ÐmÁn (faith). The book also dealt with questions of ÐmÁn. It 
refuted the MurjiÞÐs; and confirmed that ÐmÁn increases and decreases. 
4.  Belief in Qadar and refutation of the QadarÐs. In this part, ÝAbd AllÁh devoted 
more than 30 statements to attacking ÝAmr b. ÝUbayd, the early MuÝtazilÐ and QadarÐ. 
5.  The caliphate: a section in which ÝAbd AllÁh approved of the caliphate of AbÙ 
Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then ÝAlÐ, and refuted the ShÐÝÐs and the RÁfiÃah.  
6.  SamÝÐyÁt, such as punishment in graves, the DajjÁl and the signs of the Hereafter 
(ÝalamÁt al-SÁÝah).  
7.  Refutation of the KhÁrijÐs: the last part of the book was devoted to repudiating 
the KhÁrijÐs and insulting them as the dogs of Hell (KilÁb al-NÁr). 
The chapter attacking AbÙ ÍanÐfah was removed from some manuscripts of the book, 
whereas it can be found in others.180 However, the book was the subject of criticism 
by some AshÝarÐs and MÁturÐdÐs,181 who argued that the book was attributed to ÝAbd 
AllÁh because in the chain of the transmitters on the manuscripts of the book there 
were two unknown people (majÁhÐl), namely AbÙ al-NaÒr MuÎammad b. al-Íasan b. 
SulaymÁn al-SimsÁr and AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh MuÎammad b. IbrÁhÐm b. KhÁlid al-HarawÐ. 
Moreover, “it contains some of the most hard-core anthropomorphism found 
anywhere.”182 The book is therefore attributed to ÝAbd AllÁh, and was probably 
written by an anthropomorphist who tried to support his innovation (bidÝah) through 
attributing it to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal or his son ÝAbd AllÁh. Others have argued that 
                                                 
180 See the editor’s notes in 84-86, 180. 
181 See: MaÎmÙd SaÝÐd MamdÙÎ, "al-AsÁnÐd ansÁb al-kutub", NÙÎ ÍÁ MÐm Keller, the Reformer of 
Islam: the MasÝÙd questions, q. 5. 
182 Ibid. 
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even though the book is correctly attributed to ÝAbd AllÁh, they do not give credence 
to the statements narrated from AÎmad in the book because AÎmad was an imÁm and 
therefore cannot believe in anthropomorphism.183  
It can, however, be argued that although al-SimsÁr and al-HarawÐ are unknown 
individuals,184 this does not prove that the book is unreliable, since there are other 
sources which quote from it through other transmissions (asÁnÐd). For example: al-
KhallÁl narrates many statements of the Sunnah directly from ÝAbd AllÁh,185 and other 
quotations can be found in al-ÝUqaylÐ, who narrates directly from ÝAbd AllÁh, and al-
KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, who narrated from ÝAbd AllÁh with a different transmission 
chain.186  
The reliability of KitÁb al-Sunnah is at the same level as ÝAbd AllÁh’s MasÁÞil, and it 
is self-contradictory for those who accept ÝAbd AllÁh’s reports from his father in his 
MasÁÞil to disregard them in his Sunnah. 
• KitÁb al-ÝIlal wa maÝrifat al-rijÁl 
ÝAbd AllÁh devoted a third book to a critique of ÎadÐth and the ÎadÐth transmitters. 
The book is called al-ÝIlal wa maÝrifat al-rijÁl, and is also known as al-ÝIlal or al-
TÁrÐkh. The extant manuscript is divided into eight tomes that were published in four 
volumes containing about 6160 reports. The book is not organised into chapters. 
Despite putting some items on the same subject together, it seems to be compiled 
randomly. This disorganisation results in significant repetitions in the book.187  
The predominant subject in al-ÝIlal is the critique of the transmitters (rÙwÁt), their 
reliability, when they were born, and their dates of death. This is known as tÁrÐkh and 
jarÎ wa taÝdÐl. The problem concerning some transmissions and ÎadÐths is known as 
Ýilal. In this book, ÝAbd AllÁh asks his father and then writes his answers using the 
                                                 
183 MuÎammd ZÁhid al-KawtharÐ, al-MaqÁlÁt, 296-302. 
184 The position of these two men will not be studied here, because this does not affect my main 
argument. 
185 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah.  For example, see numbers: 579, 580, 592, 610, 640, 647, 860, 862, 1044, 
1127, 1781, 1786, 1788, 1824, 1834, 1836, 1840, 1862, 1863, 1873, 1901, 1945, 1949, 1950, 1963, 
1982, 2010, 2111, 2112, 2113, 2114, 2119, 2127. 
186 For example, see the entry of AbÙ ÍanÐfah in: al-ÝUqaylÐ, al-ÂuÝafÁÞ, 4: 1408-12; and al-KhaÔÐb al-
BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh, 15: 525, 527, 537, 551-2,  569, 574. 
187 For the repetitions in the book, see the editor’s introduction, 1:110.  
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format “I asked my father... and he said…”. On many occasions he writes what he has 
heard from his father, by saying “I heard my father saying ...”, or “my father narrated 
to me...”. On other occasions he writes when he has found something in his father’s 
notes.188 ÝAbd AllÁh claims that: “Whenever I say ‘my father said…’, I have heard it 
from him twice or three times or at least once”.189 The book also contains some 
reports that were added by AbÙ ÝAlÐ al-ÑawwÁf, the student of ÝAbd AllÁh and the one 
who transmitted the manuscript of the book from him.190 
ÝAbd AllÁh also includes opinions from other traditionalists in his book, such as 
YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn who was asked questions on more than 250 occasions. Apparently, 
the book was re-edited by ÝAbd AllÁh several times. The early editions included items 
from some traditionalists such as ÝAlÐ Ibn al-MadÐnÐ, but it seems that ÝAbd AllÁh 
(ordered by his father) removed them in the period following the Inquisition. 
According to al-ÝUqaylÐ: 
 باتك ﷲ دبع ىلع تأرقوللعلا  ﷲ دبع نب يلع نع هيبأ نع ةريثك تاياكح هيف تيأرف ،هيبأ نع
 .هلك ثيدحلا ىلع برض مث ،"لجر انثدح " :هقوف بتكو همسا ىلع برض دق مث ،[ينيدملا نبا]
 مث ،"لجر انثدح" :لوقي ناكو همسا نع كسمأ مث ،هنع انثدح يبأ ناك :لاقف ؛ﷲ دبع تلأسف
ت .كلذ دعب هثيدح كر  
I have read ÝAbd AllÁh’s kitÁb al-ÝIlal [that he narrated] from his father; 
and I saw in it a large number of stories from his father, from ÝAlÐ b. ÝAbd 
AllÁh [Ibn al-MadÐnÐ]. Then his name was crossed out and had written 
upon it “ÎaddathanÁ rajul”. After that, all of these stories were crossed 
out. Subsequently, I asked ÝAbd AllÁh [about this] and he answered: “My 
father [used to] narrate [reports] from him. But subsequently he stopped 
pronouncing his name, and instead started saying ‘ÎaddathanÁ rajul’, and 
then he dismissed [all of] his [Ibn al-MadÐnÐ’s] ÎadÐths.”191  
 
In addition to its main subject, the book provides significant information on AÎmad’s 
studying of ÎadÐth, his teachers,192 where he met his colleagues for the first time,193 
and his trips to Basra194 and to Mecca.195 More importantly, the book includes material 
                                                 
188 For example see: ÝAbd AllÁh, al-ÝIlal, 1: 273, 275, 276. 
189 Ibid., 3: 157. 
190 Ibid., 2: 393; 3: 179. 
191 Al-ÝUqaylÐ, al-ÂuÝafÁÞ, 3: 962 
192 For example see: ÝAbd AllÁh, al-ÝIlal, 1: 174, 438, for his BaÒran teachers especially Huahaym. 2: 
188, for his early studying ÎadÐth with MÙsÁ b. ÝAbd al-ÍamÐd  and AbÙ YÙsuf al-QÁÃÐ (2: 188), 
MarwÁn b. ShujÁÝ (3: 193-4), ÝAmmÁr b. MuÎammad (3: 197), ÝAbbÁd b. ÝAbbÁd (3: 206), al-ÓufÁwÐ (3: 
207),  from all of whom he had heard ÎadÐth between 179-81 A.H. 
193 Ibid., 3: 256-57, 275. 
194 Ibid., 1: 174;  
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on the development of AÎmad’s intellectual life. For example, we are told that AÎmad 
inherited from his MadÐnan teacher, IbrÁhÐm b. SaÝd, and the Kufan ÝAbd AllÁh b. IdrÐs 
the belief that date-wine (nabÐdh) was forbidden.196 Another example indicates that his 
position in relation to the QadarÐs and other sects was more hostile and stringent than 
his attitude towards the transmissions from ÝAlÐ b. al-MadÐnÐ presented above. Another 
story is that ÝAbd AllÁh claimed that his father used to transmit [ÎadÐths] through ÝAmr 
b. ÝUbayd, a Basran MuÝtazilÐ, then he transmitted from him but without pronouncing 
his name, simply saying “From a man”. Subsequently, he disregarded him and stopped 
transmitting through him altogether.197  
However, AÎmad’s hostility towards the rationalists, especially AbÙ ÍanÐfah and his 
students such as AbÙ YÙsuf al-QÁÃÐ and MuÎammad b. al-Íasan al-ShaybÁnÐ,198 
appears clearly in this book. He is quoted as saying that “ÎadÐth should not be 
transmitted from rationalists”.199 ÝAbd AllÁh also narrated a harsh attack on AbÙ 
ÍanÐfah from his father and other traditionalists.200 The attack reached AÎmad’s early 
teacher AbÙ YÙsuf al-QÁÃÐ, and although AÎmad narrated from AbÙ YÙsuf,201 he is 
quoted in this book as stating that: “AbÙ YÙsuf is truthful (ÒadÙq), but it is 
inappropriate to transmit anything from the companions of AbÙ ÍanÐfah.”202  
This is different from AÎmad’s attitude towards al-ShÁfiÝÐ in this book. AÎmad 
appreciated al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s eloquence, and described him as one of the most eloquent 
people.203 On the other hand, ÝAbd AllÁh narrates from his father that “[al-ShÁfiÝÐ] 
gained from us more than what we gained from him.”204 This gain is illustrated by the 
following examples: ÝAbd AllÁh narrated from his father that al-ShÁfiÝÐ had asked of 
him: “You are more knowledgeable about ÎadÐth than me; so, if the ÎadÐth is sound, 
inform me of it, even if it is [transmitted by a] Kufan or Basran or ShÁmian, in order to 
                                                                                                                                            
195 Ibid., 3: 139, 187, 191, 194. 
196 Ibid., 2: 351. 
197 Ibid., 2: 371. 
198 For al-ShaybÁnÐ see: Ibid., 3: 299. 
199 Ibid., 2: 102. For another example, see: 2: 178.  
200 Ibid., 2: 545-47. 
201 Ibid., 3: 372; 2: 102. 
202 Ibid., 3: 300.  
203 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-ÝIlal, 1: 461, 462. 
204 Ibid., 1: 469. 
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apply it (ÎattÁ adhhab ilayh) if it is sound.”205 Another story is that ÝAbd AllÁh claims 
to have found in his father’s book, written in his handwriting: 
 يخأ ،نميأ مأ نب نميأ نع دھاجم ثيدح كيرش ىور دق :لاق ،يعفاشلا سيردإ نب دمحم ينثدح
نميأ .انباحصأب كل ملع لا :انلق .هملأ ةماسأ  نأ لبق نينح موي ... ﷲ لوسر عم لتق ةماسأ وخأ
هنع ثدحي ىتح ﷲ لوسر دعب قبي ملو ،دھاجم دلوي 
MuÎammad b. IdrÐs al-ShÁfiÝÐ told me: “SharÐk transmitted MujÁhid’s 
ÎadÐth < Ayman b. Umm Ayman, the brother of UsÁmah from his 
mother”. We said: ‘You do not know our companions (aÒÎÁbunÁ). 
Ayman, the brother of UsÁmah, was killed in the company of the 
messenger of God... in [the battle of] Íunayn, prior to MujÁhid’s birth; 
and he did not stay alive after the messenger of God to transmit from 
him.’206 
 
Moreover, ÝAbd AllÁh claims that when al-ShÁfiÝÐ narrated in his books that “A 
trustworthy narrated to me from Hushaym and others”, he means by ‘the trustworthy’, 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.207 This statement is hard to believe, since no report is to be found 
in al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s Musnad,208 where al-ShÁfiÝÐ says, “A trustworthy narrated to me from 
Hushaym”; while the other reports that al-ShÁfiÝÐ transmitted from his “trustworthy” 
cannot be AÎmad Ibn Íanbal as al-SubkÐ supported,209 since the “trustworthy” in these 
reports was transmitted from transmitters (shuyÙkh) from whom AÎmad did not 
collect ÎadÐths. There are three statements which were transmitted from al-ShÁfiÝÐ < 
the trustworthy < SufyÁn b. ÝUyaynah210 (who was one of AÎmad’s teachers), but 
these three statements are not to be found in AÎmad’s Musnad. Which means probably 
that this “trustworthy” was not AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. While Hurvitz accepts ÝAbd 
AllÁh’s statement, and rejects al-SubkÐ’s criticism of it, because this statement was 
accepted by most of al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s biographers,211 I do not believe there is sufficient 
evidence to challenge al-SubkÐ’s statement, since no report can be singled out as being 
a report that al-ShÁfiÝÐ narrated from AÎmad. 
                                                 
205 Ibid., 1: 462. 
206 Ibid., 2: 383. 
207 Ibid., 1: 469. 
208 AbÙ al-ÝAbbÁs al-AÒamm collected al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s ÎadÐths from the latter’s (attributed?) books (al-
Umm and others), and then included them in a book called Musnad al-ShÁfiÝÐ.  I refer here to al-SindÐ’s 
organisation of the book which is known as TartÐb Musnad al-imÁm al-ShÁfiÝÐ. 
209TÁj al-DÐn ÝAbd al-WahhÁb b. ÝAlÐ al-SubkÐ, ÓabaqÁt al-ShÁfiÝÐyah al-kubrÁ, 2: 30. 
210 MuÎammad ÝÀbid al-SindÐ, TartÐb Musnad al-imÁm al-ShÁfiÝÐ, 1: 176, 358; 2: 175. 
211 Hurvitz, The Formation, 54 
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Even so, the book is important for studying the intellectual life of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
and it shows how ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad understood the importance of his father in 
confronting the rationalists (AbÙ ÍanÐfah and his followers) and al-ShÁfiÝÐ. This 
reflects the competition within the traditionalist camp (between the followers of al-
ShÁfiÝÐ and Ibn Íanbal) concerning who was the more important of the two, and the 
leader of the camp with whom to stand in opposition to the rationalists. 
2.9. Al-BaghawÐ’s MasÁÞil (d. 317/929) 
ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad al-BaghawÐ was one of the youngest students of AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal, and this MasÁÞil is one of the shortest, consisting of around 100 responses 
and traditions only. About half are MasÁÞil narrated from AÎmad. The rest are 
traditions from the Prophet and the Successors.212  
Al-BaghawÐ did not question AÎmad about his opinions, but recorded AÎmad’s 
sayings, and other people’s questions. He even recorded how AÎmad prayed. Al-
BaghawÐ probably did not pose questions to AÎmad himself because he was quite 
young. He claimed to have asked AÎmad only one question in 218,213 when he was 
just fourteen years old. 
2.10. The Disagreements between AÎmad’s riwÁyahs, and the ÍanbalÐs’ 
works on his MasÁÞil: 
AÎmad’s juridical opinions are claimed to have been recorded in more than 140 
books. Some of these books were intended for AÎmad only, while others recorded 
AÎmad’s opinions among various jurisprudent-traditionalists (fuqahÁÞ aÒÎÁb al-
ÎadÐth). These questioners varied as to the time when they questioned AÎmad. 
Furthermore, they were different with regard to their countries, honesty, knowledge, 
cultural background and political views. All of these differences, as well as other 
elements, affected AÎmad’s recorded MasÁÞil. In the ÍanbalÐs’ literature, the juridical 
opinion that was narrated from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal is called a riwÁyah (plural: 
riwÁyÁt). 
                                                 
212 ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad al-BaghawÐ, JuzÞ fÐ MasÁÞil Ýan AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn 
Íanbal al-ShaybÁnÐ. 
213 Ibid., 32.  
97 
 
 
The problems concerning AÎmad’s MasÁÞil were known to his contemporaries. For 
example, in the case of a theological problem, such as whether the pronunciation of 
the QurÞÁn (lafÛ) was created or uncreated, contradictory opinions were narrated from 
AÎmad. Some people claimed that AÎmad said it was uncreated; others narrated that 
he rejected both opinions (that it was either created or uncreated); and others claimed 
that he had forbidden people to say that it was uncreated.214 This conflict caused two 
prominent traditionalists to disregard AÎmad’s doctrine on this issue. 
The first, al-BukhÁrÐ (d. 256/870) said that: 
 مل امبرو ،مھرابخأ نم ريثك تباثب سيلف ؛هسفنل ٌلك هيعديو دمحأ بھذمل ناقيرفلا هب جتحا ام امأف
هبھذم ةقد اومھفي 
Whatever the two groups attribute to AÎmad’s doctrine, and each group 
arrogates him to their side, most of their reports are not reliable and they 
probably did not understand the subtlety of his doctrine.215 
 
 
The second was the famous traditionalist Ibn Qutaybah (d. 276/889) who commented: 
 يكحيو هيعّدي مھنم قيرف لك انيأرو ،تاياورلا لبنح نبا دمحم نب دمحأ ﷲ دبع يبأ نع تفلتخاو
تخلاا رثك اذإف ،ًلاوق هنع نمو .هانيغلأ ْنأ لثم هانأجرأ هب تاداھشلا يف رتاھتلا عقوو ءيش يف فلا
 وھف ةقولخم ةءارقلا نأ معز نم" :لاق هنأ ... هيلع بذك هنأ ّكَُشي لا امم هنع يكُح ام بيجع
 مھوُتي فيكف ."ةللاض ةعدب لكو ،عدتبم وھف ةقولخم ريغ اھنأ معز نمو .رفاك يمھجلاو ،يمھج
 ﷲ دبع يبأ ىلعنيرملأا دحأ يف نوكي نأ نم ولخي لا قحلا نأ ملعت تنأو لوقلا اذھ لثم  
There was a disagreement in the narratives (riwÁyÁt) from AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh 
AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal. We see, in addition, every group 
attributes to him, and narrates from him, an opinion. However, when 
disagreements on something become large, and there are contradictions 
among the witnesses to it, we defer it as we abrogate it. One of the bizarre 
statements that was narrated from him, which is undoubtedly  false, …, is 
that he said: “Whoever claims that pronunciation [of the QurÁÞn] is 
created, he is a JahmÐ, and the JahmÐ is an unbeliever. And whoever claims 
that it is uncreated, he is an innovator, and every innovation is an error.” 
How is it supposed that AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] can say that? 
And you know that the truth has to be one of these two!216  
 
Al-BukhÁrÐ attributes the disagreement regarding AÎmad’s MasÁÞil to the 
misunderstanding of his opinions by his students, or to the unreality of their 
narratives; and this is almost the same as Ibn Qutaybah’s opinion. However, this may 
                                                 
214 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah, 77-81. 
215 MuÎammad b. IsmÁÝÐl al-BukhÁrÐ, Khalq afÝÁl al-ÝibÁd: wa al-radd ÝalÁ al-JahmÐyah wa-aÒÎÁb al-
taÝÔÐl, 43.  
216 ÝAbd AllÁh b. Muslim Ibn Qutaybah, al-IkhtilÁf fÐ al-lafÛ wa-al-radd ÝalÁ al-jahmÐyah wa-al-
mushabbihah, 45-47. 
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lead us to think that these disagreements reflected the differences among AÎmad’s 
students, and not his own views. Presumably, this consequence is correct, and it will 
therefore be examined in this study by taking the political theory as a case study. 
During AÎmad’s life, he was asked by his disciples about some opinions that were 
attributed to him, and he rejected them. We have some examples of these wrongly 
attributed responses in the MasÁÞil of ÑÁliÎ, Ibn HÁniÞ and ÝAbd AllÁh.217  
The difficulty of identifying what AÎmad had really said remained the biggest barrier 
to AÎmad’s followers in establishing his school of law (madhhab) up to the beginning 
of the fourth A.H./tenth century. At this point al-KhallÁl (d. 311/923) completed the 
first and most significant phase when he started composing AÎmad’s MasÁÞil. He 
collected what AÎmad had said from his numerous students in Iraq (Baghdad, 
ÝUkbarÁÞ, etc.), and subsequently travelled to FÁris (Iran), KhurÁsÁn, Egypt, Syria and 
al-JazÐrah (Mesopotamia).218 It is evident that the initiative to compose AÎmad’s 
opinions was not merely that of al-KhallÁl, since al-MarrÙdhÐ, and probably some of 
AÎmad’s disciples, also encouraged al-KhallÁl to travel for this purpose. In addition, 
they wrote letters of recommendation for him so that he was able to hear the MasÁÞil 
from other students who had written them from AÎmad.219  
Al-KhallÁl succeeded in meeting about a hundred of AÎmad’s students. Sometimes, 
when he could not narrated some of AÎmad's opinions directly from his students, he 
narrated other opinions in indirect way, up to three men in his transmission chain 
between him and AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.220 Not only this, but al-KhallÁl also collected 
some responses from his students, for example narrating about twenty of AÎmad’s 
responses from his student AbÙ Bakr ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz (GhulÁm al-KhallÁl) (d. 
363/974).221  
Finally, al-KhallÁl composed the MasÁÞil that he collected into his book al-JÁmiÝ li-
ÝulÙm al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. The book consists of about two hundred fascicles 
contained within twenty volumes. Some of these volumes are still extant, and include 
AÎkÁm ahl al-milal, al-WuqÙf, al-Tarajjul, AÎkÁm al-nisÁÞ, al-Amr bi-al-maÝrÙf wa-
                                                 
217 See: ÑÁliÎ, MasÁÞil, 21; ÝAbd AllÁh, MasÁÞil, 104, 432. 
218 al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 14: 297; Melchert, The Formation,143. 
219 For example, see: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 389. 
220  al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 11: 331. 
221 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 225. 
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al-nahy Ýan al-munkar, al-FarÁÞiÃ, al-Íathth ÝalÁ al-tijÁrah wa-al-ÒinÁÝah wa-al-Ýamal 
wa-al-inkÁr ÝalÁ man yaddaÝÐ al-tawakkul fÐ tark al-Ýamal wa-al-Îujjatu Ýalayhim fÐ 
dhÁlik, and al-QirÁÞah ÝalÁ al-qubÙr, while KitÁb al-ÝIlal, which is presumably a part of 
al-JÁmiÝ, was described as being in three volumes.222 Only a part of its summary, 
which was selected by Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ (d. 620/1223), has survived, and this 
summary was published in a single volume.223  
There is also KitÁb al-Sunnah, which is described as being in more than twenty juzÞ in 
three volumes.224 Only one volume of these three is extant and has been published 
twice.225 This book not only contains AÎmad’s opinion; a portion also includes 
prophetical traditions, and sayings from the Companions, the Successors and later 
traditionalists. However, al-DhahabÐ226 and others such as Michael Cook227 and 
Ziauddin Ahmed228 distinguish between al-JÁmiÝ and al-Sunnah and consider them as 
two separate books. Others such as Henri Laoust,229  Brockelmann,230 and Sezgin,231 
regard al-Sunnah as a part of al-JÁmiÝ. Perhaps al-Sunnah is a part of al-JÁmiÝ, because 
the title of the manuscript of al-Sunnah is ‘al-Musnad min MasÁÞil AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh 
AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal … riwÁyat AbÐ Bakr AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. 
HÁrÙn b. YazÐd b. ShimrÐ al-KhallÁl …’.232 However, some parts of al-JÁmiÝ were 
probably used as individual books, and al-JÁmiÝ (as its name indicates) was like an 
encyclopaedia that contained all the other books. A part of al-KhallÁl’s biography on 
ÍanbalÐs (11 folios) still survives in manuscript.233 However, probably most of the 
material in this book is included in Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ’s book.  
                                                 
222 HishÁm YusrÐ al-ÝArabÐ, AbÙ Bakr al-KhallÁl wa-atharuhu fÐ al-fiqh al-ÍanbalÐ: maÝa dirÁsat 
ikhtiyÁrÁtihi al-fiqhÐyah wa-muqÁranatihÁ bi-al-madhÁhib al-thamÁniyah, 1: 95-96. 
223 MuÎammad b. AÎmad Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-Muntakhab min al-ÝIlal lil-al-KhallÁl.  
224 al-ÝArabÐ, AbÙ Bakr al-KhallÁl, 1: 86.  
225 The first was edited by Ziauddin Ahmed, and published under the manuscript’s title: al-Musnad min 
MasÁÞil AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íanbal. The second edition was edited by ÝAÔÐyah 
al-ZahrÁnÐ and published under the title: al-Sunnah. 
226 al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 14: 298. 
227 Cook, Commanding, 88, ft 2. 
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229  Laoust, “AÎmad Ibn Íanbal”, in EI2. 
230 Brockelmann, Geschichte der Arabischen litteratur, 1: 311. 
231 Fuat Sezgin, Geshichte des Arabischen schrifttums, 1: 512. 
232 Al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 59. 
233 YÁsÐn MuÎammad al-SawwÁs, Fihris majÁmÐÝ al-Madrasah al-ÝUmarÐyah fÐ DÁr al-Kutub al-
ÚÁhirÐyah bi-Dimashq, 566. 
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The works of al-KhallÁl and his teachings at the Mosque of al-MahdÐ in Baghdad 
probably established the legal teaching of AÎmad’s juridical opinions. Al-DhahabÐ 
states that: 
ق نكي ملوةئم ثلاثلا دعب اھنھربو اھنودو دمحأ صوصن وھ عبتت ىتح لقتسم بھذم ماملإل هلب  
Before him, there was no independent school of law (madhhab mustaqill) 
of the imÁm [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal], not until he followed up AÎmad’s texts, 
collected them, and checked their proofs (barhanahÁ) after 300 [A.H].234 
 
The importance of al-KhallÁl and his works was acknowledged among Muslim 
scholars. AbÙ Bakr MuÎammad b. al-Íusayn b. ShahrayÁr states that “We [i.e., the 
ÍanbalÐs] all follow al-KhallÁl, because there was no other who preceded him in his 
collection and his knowledge”.235 According to ÝAbd al-QÁdir BadrÁn (d. 1346/1927), 
his books were the very root of the ÍanbalÐ school, from which sprang all later books 
of ÍanbalÐ jurisprudence.236 This was similar to the statement of Ibn al-JawzÐ  (d. 
597/1201) that “All the followers of this madhhab [i.e., the ÍanbalÐ school] take from 
his book”.237  For this reason, some ÍanbalÐs named al-KhallÁl “The little Ibn Íanbal” 
(Ibn Íanbal al-ÒaghÐr).238 Christopher Melchert concurs with this view, indicating that 
al-KhallÁl was the founder of the ÍanbalÐ school of law,239 and it has also been 
accepted by other scholars such as Patricia Crone240 and Wael Hallaq.241 Nimrod 
Hurvitz, on the other hand, argues against this opinion by presenting two problems, 
firstly that: 
his contribution to the ÍanbalÐ legal tradition was of little consequence. 
Al-KhallÁl was no more than a strongly driven and thorough collector of 
Ibn Íanbal’s MasÁÞil…. He never took the additional, creative step to put 
together a document that shows any independence of mind.242 
The second problem is that, “although al-KhallÁl’s MasÁÞil collection was preserved 
for several centuries, it did not generate commentaries (or, considering its size, 
                                                 
234 al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 14: 298. Translated in Melchert, the formation, 143. 
235 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdadÐ, TarÐkh, 5: 319. 
236 Ibn BadrÁn, al-Madkhal, 47. 
237 ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAlÐ Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-MuntaÛam fÐ tÁrÐkh al-mulÙk wa-al-Þumam, 13: 221. 
238 Abu Zayd, al-Madkhal, 2:670. 
239 Melchert, The Formation, 137. 
240 Patricia Crone, (review) The Formation of the Sunni Schools of Law, 9th-10th Centuries CE., 3. 
241 Wael Hallaq, Authority, continuity, and change in Islamic law, 39-42.  
242 Nimrod Hurvitz, “The MukhtaÒar of al-KhiraqÐ”, 2. 
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abridgements)”.243 Then Hurvitz concludes that al-KhallÁl’s “compendium was not a 
basic component of the ÍanbalÐ curriculum”.244  
In fact, Hurvitz’s conclusion is not based on a study of al-KhallÁl’s works (he does 
not refer to any of them), and furthermore his claims can be challenged on the 
grounds of the importance of al-KhallÁl’s works, as indicated by the following: 
1. He collected AÎmad’s MasÁÞil from a great number of countries,245 and many of 
these MasÁÞil would not have survived if he had not collected them; 
2. He evaluated the MasÁÞil when there was a disagreement, stating which one of 
them was right or wrong, what was AÎmad's former opinion (mansÙkh) and what was 
his new opinion (nÁsikh), and which was preferable (rÁjiÎ) or (marjÙÎ). Furthermore, 
al-KhallÁl insisted that those who wanted to follow AÎmad’s madhhab (yuqallidu 
madhhabahu) had to compare his different narratives as that would help to identify 
AÎmad’s correct opinion.246 Al-KhallÁl also claimed that some of AÎmad’s followers 
had mistakenly ascribed some legal opinions to AÎmad because they knew only one 
narrative (riwÁyah) from him and did not know about other narratives (riwÁyÁt).247 
3. Al-KhallÁl derived some of AÎmad’s principles from AÎmad’s own answers. 
He stated that 
4.  
لاسلا بحي ناكو ،نيعباتلاو ةباحصلا لوقو ةنسلاو باتكلا يف لاإ بھذي لا ًلاجر ﷲ دبع وبأ ناك ةم
هدنع تبثو حص دق امب لاإ بجي مل باجأ اذإف ؛باوجلا عفديو ،لوقي امم تبثتلاو 
AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] was a man who does not answer 
(yadhhabu) unless [on something that exists] in the book [i.e., the QurÞÁn] 
the Sunnah and the narrative of the Companions and the Successors. He 
prefers safety (al-salÁmah) and certainty about what he says, and thus he 
refuses to answer. However, when he answers he only answers by what is 
sound and firm (thÁbit) to him248 
 
In addition, al-KhallÁl used these principles to decide between the contradictions 
among AÎmad’s narratives (riwÁyÁt), for example, when he discussed the matter of 
whether judges could apply the testimony given by Christians and Jews (ahl al-
                                                 
243 Ibid., 3. 
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245 For al-KhallÁl’s trips collecting AÎmad’s MasÁÞils see: Melchert, The Formation, 143-44. 
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dhimmah) for or against each other? Al-KhallÁl narrated from about twenty persons 
who narrated from AÎmad that such evidence between Christians and Jews was not 
acceptable. On the other hand, Íanbal b. IsÎÁq narrated from AÎmad that it was 
accepted. Al-KhallÁl stated that Íanbal was wrong in his report from AÎmad. To 
make sure of the source of the mistake, al-KhallÁl claimed he had read the original 
book (aÒl) of Íanbal and had found the mistake there. However, to prove that this 
riwÁyah (narrative) was wrong, al-KhallÁl used two methods: the first was that Íanbal 
was wrong because the majority of students in his riwÁyah (about twenty persons) had 
narrated a different juridical opinion from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. The second was that al-
KhallÁl transmitted ÁthÁr (sayings) from the Successors to prove the narratives of the 
majority.  
The remarkable point is that al-KhallÁl aimed to indicate how Íanbal had 
misunderstood AÎmad’s opinion by using the same methods (other riwÁyahs from 
AÎmad, and the Successors’ sayings). He stated that AÎmad accepted testimony 
between Christians and Jews for or against each other or towards Muslims only when 
they were called to witness someone approaching death while he was travelling, 
provided no Muslim was attending.249 For al-KhallÁl, Íanbal went wrong because he 
generalised AÎmad’s juridical opinion while it occurred only in the case of death in 
travelling when no Muslim was attending; 
5. The jurisprudential work of al-KhallÁl does not stop at the comparisons between 
the narratives from AÎmad. He was also able to make his own choices. HishÁm YusrÐ 
al-ÝArabÐ identified 91 juridical matters (masÞalah) where al-KhallÁl had stated his 
own preferences, which may or may not have agreed with those of the other ÍanbalÐ 
jurists.250  
It is now clear that al-KhallÁl was not only a collector of AÎmad’s MasÁÞil, but that 
his works show his independence of mind. In the case of the ÍanbalÐ works based on 
al-KhallÁl’s al-JÁmiÝ, despite the summary by Ibn QudÁmah of al-KhallÁl’s al-ÝIlal, al-
JÁmiÝ is not the kind of book which allows written commentaries or abridgements. 
The purpose of the book was to be a comprehensive guide to AÎmad’s knowledge; 
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and this is exactly what happened. As noted by Ibn al-JawzÐ and ÝAbd al-QÁdir Ibn 
BadrÁn note, al-KhallÁl’s JÁmiÝ was the root for ÍanbalÐ jurisprudents to study 
AÎmad’s madhhab. This claim can easily be confirmed by reading various ÍanbalÐ 
books on jurisprudence, such as those of AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, Ibn Qudamah al-
MaqdisÐ, and Ibn MufliÎ (d. 763/1363), all of whom relied heavily on al-KhallÁl’s 
work. 
Al-KhallÁl established ÍanbalÐ legal teaching in Baghdad through his teaching circle 
at the Mosque of al-MahdÐ. This circle brought forth two of the most important 
ÍanbalÐ jurists, AbÙ al-QÁsim al-KhiraqÐ (d. 334/945-46) and AbÙ Bakr ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz 
b. JaÝfar (known as GhulÁm al-KhallÁl, d. 363/974).251 There were wide disagreements 
between al-KhiraqÐ and GhulÁm al-KhallÁl on certain juridical issues,252 and Melchert 
suggests that these disagreements were presumably between al-KhiraqÐ and al-KhallÁl 
himself.253 On the other hand, Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ indicates that GhulÁm al-KhallÁl 
disagreed with his teacher al-KhallÁl on nine juridical issues.254 
Although al-KhallÁl composed most of AÎmad’s responses and his significant work 
on them, these MasÁÞil and responses are still rare, and it is hard to treat them as a 
legal text. This is due both to the language and to the contradictions among AÎmad’s 
MasÁÞil. In many cases, AÎmad used equivocal language to push his juridical 
opinions. It is not clear whether he meant wÁjib (religious duty) or mustaÎabb 
(recommended), makrÙh (discouraged) or ÎarÁm (prohibited), and sometimes he used 
expressions that we do not find being used by any other jurists. For instance, in his 
answers, he may say نع نبجأه  “I tremble to say that”,255  سانلا دنع عنشي اذھ  “this is 
atrocious for the people”,256 اذھ لوقي سانلا ضعب “some people say that”,257 or  يف اوفلتخا دق
                                                 
251 For their study under al-KhallÁl, see: Melchert, The Formation, 147-8; AbÙ Zahrah, Ibn Íanbal, 
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اذھ “people have disagreements on it”.258 Furthermore, his answers may be various 
(and sometimes contradictory) so the question arises: which one presents AÎmad’s 
real opinion? These and other problems were the subjects of debates amongst the 
ÍanbalÐs themselves and between ÍanbalÐs and ShÁfiÝÐs in early Islamic centuries. 
The disagreements between al-KhiraqÐ, on one hand, and GhulÁm al-KhallÁl and his 
teacher al-KhallÁl on the other, were mainly based on these problems. GhulÁm al-
KhallÁl, like his teacher and the early ÍanbalÐs at that time, concentrated more on 
AÎmad’s words, whereas al-KhiraqÐ used AÎmad’s words quite loosely. This is 
because he was influenced by the ShÁfiÝÐ school of law, and indeed wrote his short 
handbook (mukhtaÒar) on the type of al-MuzanÐ’s MukhtaÒar in ShÁfiÝÐ law.259 
However, the problems related to the nature of AÎmad’s answers were resolved or, 
more accurately, codified by a student of GhulÁm al-KhallÁl and the leader of the 
ÍanbalÐs at this period, al-Íasan b. ÍÁmid b. ÝAlÐ al-BaghdÁdÐ (d. 403/1013) (usually 
known as Ibn ÍÁmid). Ibn ÍÁmid was  مھيتفمو مھسردمو هنامز يف ةيلبنحلا مامإ   “The leader of 
the ÍanbalÐs in his time, the teacher and their muftÐ ”,260 and his death signalled the 
end of the earliest generation (al-MuqaddimÙn) of ÍanbalÐ jurists.261 Ibn ÍÁmid 
devoted a book, TahdhÐb al-ajwibah (The Refinement and the correction of the 
Responses), to inferring AÎmad’s madhhab from his MasÁÞil. By “the Responses” (al-
Ajwibah) Ibn ÍÁmid meant AÎmad’s MasÁÞil.  Ibn ÍÁmid’s aim in his book was to 
indicate the principles that would help with understanding AÎmad’s answers, and to 
elucidate the juridical meaning of AÎmad’s words. For this reason, some ÍanbalÐs 
identify this book as the first book on the principles of ÍanbalÐ jurisprudence.262   
The book is divided into four main sections. The first asks how AÎmad’s madhhab 
can be identified and which principles can be used for this purpose? This part contains 
eighteen chapters. The second elucidates the juridical meaning of AÎmad’s words, 
and this part contains 23 chapters. The third part concerns the way the ÍanbalÐ jurists 
dealt with the disagreements between AÎmad’s MasÁÞil. Ibn ÍÁmid includes only two 
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chapters for this part. Finally, the fourth part of the book is devoted to defending the 
MukhtaÒar of al-KhiraqÐ.  
The importance of the book attracts the attention not only of jurists; it is also 
important for historians. This is because the chapters of the book and its arguments 
reflect the dialogue about ÍanbalÐ jurisprudence among ÍanbalÐs themselves, and 
between them and ShÁfiÝÐs. Hence, the historian is able to follow the lines of the 
development of the ÍanbalÐ school of law, as the following examples illustrate: 
1.   The debates among the ÍanbalÐs 
 Ibn ÍÁmid provided very important details about the disagreement among the 
ÍanbalÐs, especially between his teacher GhulÁm al-KhallÁl and al-KhiraqÐ. These 
disagreements were mainly about how AÎmad’s madhhab could be identified. For 
example, sometimes when AÎmad was asked a juridical question, he answered by 
recalling a verse (Áyah) narrating a tradition (ÎadÐth) or a narrative (athar) from a 
Companion, without indicating his own opinion. So, does this mean this verse, 
tradition or narrative is his own madhhab? Ibn ÍÁmid claimed that this was AÎmad’s 
madhhab, although some ÍanbalÐs and some ShÁfiÝÐs said these could not be counted 
as such.263  
Another example presents the disagreement between al-KhiraqÐ and other ÍanbalÐ 
scholars in his time. This question is: is it permitted to use reasoning in AÎmad’s 
answers? Ibn ÍÁmid stated that his masters (shuyÙkhunÁ) al-KhallÁl, GhulÁm al-
KhallÁl, AbÙ ÝAlÐ Ibn al-ÑawwÁf (d. 359/970), IbrÁhÐm Ibn ShÁqqillÁ (d. 369/979), 
and all of those (ÍanbalÐ scholars) he had seen (wa sÁÞiru man shÁhadnÁh), did not 
agree with using reasoning to attribute statements to AÎmad. They criticised al-
KhiraqÐ because he used this method to state AÎmad’s madhhab. On the other hand, 
Ibn ÍÁmid claimed that al-Athram and al-KhiraqÐ accepted this. Interestingly, Ibn 
ÍÁmid supported al-Athram and al-KhiraqÐ and refuted the view of his teachers.264  
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Another instance provides information about the disagreements between al-KhallÁl 
and his pupil GhulÁm al-KhallÁl,265 and between GhulÁm al-KhallÁl and al-KhiraqÐ.266 
The remarkable point of Ibn ÍÁmid’s work is that he put divergences down to 
disagreements about principles, and always chose al-KhiraqÐ’s opinions. After 
choosing al-KhiraqÐ’s principles, Ibn ÍÁmid wrote a chapter to defend the MukhtaÒar 
of al-KhiraqÐ in front of some ÍanbalÐs, GhulÁm al-KhallÁl and others.267 
2.   The debates between ÍanbalÐs and ShÁfiÝÐs 
 The dialogue about AÎmad’s MasÁÞil and his jurisprudence was significant in the 
fourth A.H./tenth century in Baghdad among ÍanbalÐs and other scholars from other 
madhhabs. Many jurists did not accept AÎmad as a jurist, and they used his answers in 
the MasÁÞil to confirm their suspicions. Ibn ÍÁmid argued with them and refuted their 
objections to AÎmad’s MasÁÞil. For example, the ShÁfiÝÐs use the contradictions in 
AÎmad’s answers to prove that he was not a jurist, and they asked the ÍanbalÐs which 
answer they would take, and how they would choose among them? Ibn ÍÁmid’s 
answer was simple: he said that the ÍanbalÐs would use the same rule that they used 
when there was a disagreement between two traditions (ÎadÐths) or two narratives 
from the Companions (ÁthÁr); they would choose between them, or one of them was 
an abrogator (nÁsikh) and the other an abrogated (mansÙkh).268 
Sometimes when he was asked, AÎmad gave his answer by presenting the 
disagreement between the jurists, especially the Companions, without giving his own 
opinion, but the ShÁfiÝÐs said that this was not a mujtahid answer; rather it was a 
muqallid answer. Ibn ÍÁmid provided some answers to this problem. One of these 
answers was that when AÎmad answered some questions by presenting the 
disagreement over its solution without presenting his own opinion, it was mostly 
found that this opinion was clarified in other MasÁÞil. Another answer was that AÎmad 
gave his response according to the question; he did not aim to write a book on 
jurisprudence. However, Ibn ÍÁmid added, al-ShÁfiÝÐ was interested in writing books 
about jurisprudence, and would sometimes give two or three (and up to eight) 
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opinions for one juridical issue.269 For Ibn ÍÁmid, this criticism was likely to be 
aimed at al-ShÁfiÝÐ, not at AÎmad. 
It is clear that Ibn ÍÁmid completed the work of al-KhallÁl to use AÎmad’s MasÁÞil as 
the root of the ÍanbalÐ School of law. He also proved the work of al-KhiraqÐ, which 
uses more human reasoning (raÞy) to codify the principles of using and understanding 
AÎmad’s MasÁÞil. This is probably why the ÍanbalÐs regard his as the end of the 
earliest generation (al-MutaqaddimÙn) of ÍanbalÐ jurists. 
2.11. Conclusion 
 
Apparently, AÎmad’s MasÁÞil represent the continuation of an old method of 
recording scholars’ answers regarding religious matters. From the eight MasÁÞil that 
have been presented above, several significant conclusions can be drawn here.  
1- Not all of the MasÁÞil writers devoted their books to AÎmad’s legal opinions. Only 
three of them did so; however, none of them, and this includes AÎmad’s sons (i.e., 
ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh) and AÎmad’s pupil Ibn ÍÁniÞ was known as a jurisprudent. 
Furthermore, when it comes to theology, the transmitters critiqued neither ÝAbd AllÁh 
nor ÑÁliÎ who limited themselves to their father’s authority only, but relied on the 
authority of other traditionalists. For the rest of the MasÁÞil collectors, AÎmad’s 
answers make up the greater part of the MasÁÞils of two of them (i.e., AbÙ DÁwÙd and 
al-Athram), and a smaller portion of those of two others (i.e., Íarb and al-Kawsaj). 
Half of the last MasÁÞil (i.e., by al-BaghawÐ) contains AÎmad’s opinions, the other 
half prophetical traditions.  
2-For the contents of these MasÁÞils, all of the MasÁÞil collectors (apart from al-
BaghawÐ) narrated jurisprudential and theological answers from AÎmad and his 
opinions about the transmitters of traditions. Thus, Hurvitz is wrong in his claim that 
                                                 
269 Ibid., 60-62. 
108 
 
 
ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad is the only person to have collected AÎmad’s polemical writings 
(in theology) and criticism of traditions’ transmitters.270 
3- Some scholars broadly accept the credibility of AÎmad’s MasÁÞil and regard them 
to be “much truer to life than books from other schools.”271 In fact, there are some 
problems that may challenge the credibility of the MasÁÞil. The main problem is the 
contradictions between these MasÁÞil, that reflect the disagreement between AÎmad’s 
students (or later ÍanbalÐ or SunnÐ generations) more than they reflect AÎmad’s 
opinions. The other problem is that some of AÎmad’s students used rational analogy 
to present AÎmad’s views, which means that they ascribed to AÎmad what they 
thought he should have said rather than what he did actually say. In the following 
chapters I will deal directly and extensively with these problems. 
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Chapter III 
Historical Background 
 
3.1. Introduction 
The political theory of Muslim jurisprudents (including the SunnÐs and the ShÐÝÐs) 
cannot be understood without studying the early period of Islam, a period that is likely 
to be considered the ground marker for jurisprudential political theology. Crone notes 
that the period of “the first four Caliphs, the first civil war, and its aftermath form part 
of the elementary vocabulary without which one cannot even begin to understand 
what medieval Muslims said about government.”1  
This part of the research is aimed at examining the effects of the historical elements 
on the political theology (or view) of the traditionalists, with a specific focus on 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal.  
3.2. Al-RÁshidÙn (the rightly guided/patriarchs): 
3.2.1. ÝAlÐ’s Caliphate 
After the death of the Prophet MuÎammad (d. 11/632), AbÙ Bakr (d. 13/634) became 
the first caliph of the Muslim community. On his deathbed he designated ÝUmar Ibn 
al-KhaÔÔÁb (killed. 23/644) as his successor. ÝUmar was the second caliph until he was 
assassinated. Shortly before he died, ÝUmar called for a council (shÙrÁ) of six 
individuals including, among others, ÝUthmÁn and ÝAlÐ, who would choose his 
successor from among themselves. After discussion the choice fell on ÝUthmÁn. 
Twelve years later, ÝUthmÁn was murdered by rebels, who duly installed ÝAlÐ b. AbÐ 
ÓÁlib as the new caliph. But because he had been chosen by the rebels, ÝAlÐ was not 
                                                 
1 Ibid, 17. 
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able to free himself from association with them.2 In addition, a number of the 
important Companions (including ÝÀÞishah, ÓalÎah and al-Zubayr) would not accept 
ÝAlÐ’s rule. They criticised him for not avenging ÝUthmÁn’s murder and this led to the 
first civil war 35-41/656-661. ÝAlÐ was murdered by a KhÁrijÐ assassin in 40/661. 
 
The period from the death of the Prophet MuÎammad until the murder of ÝAlÐ lasted 
for about 30 years, and is known as the KhilÁfah period. According to SunnÐ belief, 
since the second half of the third A.H./late ninth century, these four caliphs were 
regarded as RÁshidÙn or Rightly Guided Caliphs.3 The name ‘RÁshidÙn’ was derived 
from a tradition related to MuÎammad, who is claimed to have said: 
  
ذجاونلاب اھيلع اوضع ،يدعب نم نييدھملا نيدشارلا ءافلخلا ةنسو يتنسب مكيلع 
You must take hold of my Sunnah and the Sunnah of the rightly guided 
(rÁshidÙn) deputies (khulÁfÁÞ) who take the right way (mahdÐyÙn) after me. 
Bite on it with the molar teeth4 
 
Significantly, the tradition was reported through ShÁmÐ (Syrian) transmitters. All of 
the transmitters in the first three stages of the chain of this tradition were from ÍimÒ a 
city in the centre of Syria. AbÙ IsmÁÝÐl al-HarawÐ (d. 481/1089) who apparently liked 
this tradition described it as  نسحأو ماشلا لھأ يف ثيدح دوجأ نمه  “One of the finest and best 
traditions [reported] from the people of Syria”.5  
It is hard to believe that such ShÁmÐs would include ÝAlÐ among the Rightly Guided 
Caliphs.6 ThumÁmah b. ÝAdÐ, a Companion and a governor of ÝUthmÁn in a city in 
Syria, said after the murder of ÝUthmÁn:  ًاكلم راصف ...دمحم ةمأ نم ةفلاخلا تعُزتنا نيح اذھ
ةيربجو “Now, the Caliphate has been removed; and it has become a kingship and a 
dictatorship”.7 However, the debate among traditionalists in the second A.H./eighth 
century as to whether ÝAlÐ can be considered a caliph was highly controversial. Those 
who rejected ÝAlÐ’s caliphate became a minority among Sunnism by the third 
                                                 
2 Stephen Humphreys, MuÝawiya ibn Abi Sufyan: from Arabia to empire, 73-74. 
3 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2:533-91; AÎmad b. ÝAmr b. al-ÂaÎÎÁk Ibn AbÐ ÝÀÒim, al-Sunnah, 2: 760-
801; al-AshÝarÐ, MaqÁlÁt, 455. 
4 This tradition is available in: AÎmad, al-Musnad, 4: 126-27, AbÙ DÁwÙd, al-Sunan, kitÁb al-Sunnah, 
BÁb fÐ luzÙm al-Sunnah, no. 4607; al-TirmidhÐ, al-JÁmiÝ, AbwÁb al-Ýilm, BÁb mÁ jÁÞ fÐ al-akhadh bi-al-
Sunnah wa-ijtinÁb al-bidaÝ, no.2676; MuÎammad b. YazÐd Ibn MÁjah, al-Sunan, al-Muqaddimah, BÁb 
ittibÁÝ sunnat al-khulafÁÞ al-RashidÐn al-MahdiyyÐn, nos. 42-44. 
5 ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad al-HarawÐ, Dhamm al-kalÁm wa-ahlih, 3: 122. 
6 The tradition was transmitted by people of ÍimÒ, who were known to disparage ÝAlÐ until the time of 
IsmÁÝÐl b. ÝAyyÁsh (d. 182/798). See: AÎmad b. ÝAlÐ Ibn Íajar, TahdhÐb al-TadhÐb, 8: 464. 
7 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 39: 482; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 334. 
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A.H./ninth century at the time of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. Subsequently, and probably by 
virtue of AÎmad’s attitude, the acceptance of ÝAlÐ as a caliph became an orthodox 
belief of Sunnism.8  
Those who did not accept his caliphate stated that there was no consensus (ijmÁÝ) 
among the Companions on his caliphate. Some Companions rejected it, including 
ÝÀÞishah, ÓalÎah and al-Zubayr and their group, and MuÝÁwiyah and his group. They 
did not pledge their allegiance to ÝAlÐ and, if we believe that ÝAlÐ was a caliph, this 
means we have to criticise them and insult them as KhawÁrij or BughÁh (rebels). So, 
the safest way is to count this period as a time of fitnah, when there was neither ijmÁÝ 
nor jamÁÝah. The other reason given for rejecting ÝAlÐ’s caliphate is that  allegiance 
was given to ÝAlÐ in the wrong way; there was no shÙrÁ or Ýahd (testament) and no 
publicly-declared allegiance (bayÝah). Therefore it was disregarded. Moreover, those 
who gave ÝAlÐ allegiance were the rebels who had killed ÝUthmÁn. 
This disagreement among the traditionalists on ÝAlÐ’s position was noticed in the 
second half of third A.H./ninth century,9 by a MuÝtazilÐ author who claimed that the 
ÍashwÐyah (the name with which he insults the traditionalists) had different positions 
towards ÝAlÐ’s caliphate. The first position was presented by those who accepted ÝAlÐ 
as a caliph. This group can be divided into two. One was presented by most of the 
traditionalists in Kufa, such as WakÐÝ b. al-JarrÁÎ, ÝAbd AllÁh b. IdrÐs,10 and al-FaÃl b. 
Dukayn. This group ranked ÝAlÐ higher than ÝUthmÁn, but they accepted both their 
caliphates. The second group was presented by the traditionalists in Basra and WÁÒiÔ, 
such as ÍammÁd b. Zayd, ÍammÁd b. Salamah, YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd al-QaÔÔÁn, Hushaym 
b. BashÐr and ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. MahdÐ. These preferred ÝUthmÁn to ÝAlÐ, but they 
considered ÝAlÐ a caliph.  
The other position towards ÝAlÐ’s caliphate was taken by the traditionalists in 
Baghdad, such as Ibn MaÝÐn, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, AbÙ Khaythamah, and IsmÁÝÐl al-
                                                 
8 MuÎammad Qasim Zaman, Religion and politics under the early ÝAbbÁsids: the emergence of the 
proto-Sunni elite, 52. 
9 Josef Van Ess, the editor of the book, published it as the MasÁÞil al-imÁmah by ÝAbd AllÁh b, 
MuÎammad al-NÁshiÞ al-Akbar (d. 293/906). However, Madelung, believes that the book is KitÁb al-
UÒÙl by JaÝfar b. Íarb (d. 236/850). See: Wilferd Madelung, “Frühe MuÝtazilitisch Häresiographie: das 
KitÁb al-UÒÙl des ÉaÝfar b. Íarb?”, 220-36. Madelung’s argument was accepted by most western 
scholars; for example see: Michael Cook, “Reviewed work(s): Religious Schools and Sects in Medieval 
Islam by Wilferd Madelung”, 132-133; Patricia Crone, God’s Rule, 439. 
10 AÎmad rejects ÝAbd AllÁh b. IdrÐs preferring ÝAlÐ over ÝUthmÁn. See: al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 395. 
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JawzÐ. These traditionalists disregarded ÝAlÐ as a caliph, and stated that ÝAlÐ’s time was 
not that of a caliphate: rather it was a period of fitnah.11  
This last description was written by a MuÝtazilÐ in the third A.H./late ninth century, 
and in comparison with the contemporary traditionalists’ sources, this triple division 
is generally acceptable. But there are some questions with regard to the real views of 
some of those named above. In the following, this statement will be examined in the 
light of the traditionalists’ resources in the third and early fourth A.H./ninth and early 
tenth century.  
Regarding the Kufan group of traditionalists, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal agrees that they 
prefer ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn. However, AÎmad mentions that “Only two men in Kufa prefer 
ÝUthmÁn to ÝAlÐ”. These two are ÓalÎah b. MuÒarrif and ÝAbd AllÁh b. IdrÐs.12 
Apparently, the disagreement between AÎmad and the MuÝtazilÐ author concerns 
whether Ibn IdrÐs prefers ÝAlÐ or ÝUthmÁn. 
AÎmad confirms that the traditionalists in Basra prefer ÝUthmÁn to ÝAlÐ and narrates 
from the Basran SaÝÐd Ibn AbÐ ÝArÙbah (d. 156/773), that the early scholars 
(mashyakhah) like it if one is a ÝUthmÁnÐ [i.e., preferring ÝUthmÁn to ÝAlÐ].13  QatÁdah, 
another Basran traditionalist, became angry when he heard someone preferring ÝAlÐ to 
ÝUthmÁn and stated that the early Basrans did not hold this belief.14  
The case of WÁsiÔ is different. AÎmad claims that the majority of the people of WÁÒiÔ 
were shÐÝah  (yatashayyaÝÙn  i.e., preferring ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn). He quotes his WÁÒiÔÐ 
teacher YazÐd b. HÁrÙn (d. 206/821) who stated:   نامثع وأ ،نامثع ىلع يلع .تمدق نم يلابت لا
ع ىلعيل  “You should not care whether you prefer ÝUthmÁn to ÝAlÐ or ÝAlÐ to 
ÝUthmÁn”.15  
In the Baghdadi group, the author of MasÁÞil al-imÁmah mentions a Baghdadi 
traditionalist called IsmÁÝÐl al-JawzÐ, who disregards ÝAlÐ as a caliph and counts his 
period as a time of fitnah. We do not know much about him except that he was one of 
                                                 
11 al-NÁshiÞ al-Akbar (attrib.), MasÁÞil al-imÁmah, 65-66. 
12 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 395. 
13 Ibid, 2: 324. 
14 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 39: 505. ناك  ُةخيشملا لَولأا اذإ  ّرم مھب لجرلا اولاق :اذھ ينامثع .مھبجعي كلذ  
  ةداتق لاق–لاقف ،بضغف ،نامثع ىلع ًايلع نولضفي ًاموق عمسو - مكتلوأ اذھ ىلع ناك ام ":–ةرصبلا لھأ ينعي -."  
15 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 394. 
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the seven traditionalists who were asked by al-MaÞmÙn to state that the QurÞÁn was 
created. Under threat all of these seven acknowledged the statement.16 However, al-
JawzÐ’s statement can be confirmed from the ÍanbalÐ literatures. Al-KhallÁl narrates 
from IsÎÁq al-BaghawÐ that AÎmad was told about a statement by some people 
claiming that if ÝAlÐ was a just ruler (imÁm Ýadl) that would mean dismissing of the 
blood of ÓalÎah and al-Zubayr. AÎmad’s answer was that:   يروحلا اذھ -اذ لاق وھ هنأ ينعي- 
يأرلاب لاو ثيدحلاب ًاريصب ناك ام :لاقف “this is al-Jawzi [i.e., who says that].[17] He was not 
insightful (baÒÐr) about ÎadÐth or reasoning (raÞy)”.18 
In addition, the author of MasÁÞil al-imÁmah claims that traditionalists in Bagdad, 
such as AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn disregard ÝAlÐ’s caliphate. 
Traditionalist sources give a different interpretation of Ibn MaÝÐn. In these sources Ibn 
MaÝÐn regards ÝAlÐ as the fourth caliph.19   
The narratives from AÎmad are various and sometimes contradictory. These 
narratives cover all possible attitudes, from disregarding ÝAlÐ as a caliph to accusing 
those who do not regard him as a caliph of being wicked people who shall not be 
talked to or married with. AÎmad’s position regarding ÝAlÐ’s caliphate can be divided 
into two issues. 
3.2.2. The legitimacy of ÝAlÐ’s caliphate  
There are two different reports from AÎmad regarding this matter. The first is that ÝAlÐ 
was not a caliph. This report can be found neither in ÍanbalÐ nor in traditionalist 
sources, but is in the MuÝtazilÐ book MasÁÞil al-imÁmah. The other reports state that 
AÎmad considers ÝAlÐ as a legitimate caliph. A large number of AÎmad’s students 
narrate from him that ليضفتلا يف نامثعو رمعو ركب وبأ، ةفلاخلا يف يلعو نامثعو رمعو ركب وبأو  “In 
the preference between the Companions: [the best] is AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then 
                                                 
16 AÎmad Ibn AbÐ ÓÁhir ÓayfÙr, KitÁb Baghdad, 183; al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 8: 634; Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 
519. For IsmÁÝÐl al-JawzÐ’s biography, see: al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh Baghdad, 7: 221;  Josef Van 
Ess, Frühe MuÝtazilitisch Häresiographie: Zwei Werke des NÁšiÞ al-Akbar (gest. 293 H.), 66; 
Madelung, “Frühe MuÝtazilitisch Häresiographie: das kitÁb al-UÒÙl des ÉaÝfar b. Íarb?”, 223-224. 
However, neither Van Ess nor Madelung notice that al-JawzÐ in MasÁÞil al-imÁmah is the same person 
who had been questioned in the MiÎnah . 
17 In the manuscript and the printed versions of al-Sunnah, al-JawzÐ’s name is written as al-ÍÙrÐ, which 
is similar in Arabic writing to al-JawzÐ. 
18 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 425-26. 
19 al-DÙrÐ, al-TÁrÐkh, 3:18, 359, 4: 8, 46, 48; al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah, 8: 1392; Ibn 
ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 39: 509.  
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ÝUthmÁn. However in the caliphate they are AbÙ Bakr, ÝUmar, ÝUthmÁn, and ÝAlÐ”. 
That means AÎmad regards ÝAlÐ as the fourth caliph but not the fourth best 
Companion. This view was narrated from AÎmad by his sons ÑÁliÎ20 and ÝAbd 
AllÁh,21  his cousin Íanbal b. IsÎÁq,22  and his pupils such as AbÙ Bakr al-MarrÙdhÐ,23  
ÝAbd al-Malik al-MaymÙnÐ,24 AbÙ DawÙd al-SijistÁnÐ,25  Íarb al-KirmÁnÐ,26 AbÙ Bakr 
al-Athram,27 and AbÙ Bakr al-AÎwal,28 among others.29  Western scholars resolve the 
contradiction between the two statements by stating that AÎmad’s position developed 
over time, and at the end of his life he believed that ÝAlÐ was the fourth rightly guided 
caliph.30   
This argument contains two claims: the evolution of AÎmad’s position, and that it  
took place at the end of his life. The first claim seems to be proved, as will be shown 
below; the second claim seems to be unsupported. 
The change in AÎmad’s position can be traced through two stories. In the first story, 
MaymÙnÐ, the Syrian disciple of AÎmad, said to AÎmad that:  بجعن اذ وھ يناوخإ ضعبو انأف
ةفلاخلا يف ًايلع كلاخدإ نم!  “I and some of my companions are surprised by your including 
ÝAlÐ among the [legitimate] Caliphate”; AÎmad, according to al-MaymÙnÐ, defended 
the legitimacy of ÝAlÐ’s caliphate. Al-MaymÙnÐ dates this conversation to 227/842.31 
This story supports the idea that it was not known to AÎmad’s students that he 
included ÝAlÐ among the legitimate caliphs, so they were surprised when they knew 
about it. 
A further story was narrated by another Syrian named WarÐzah b. MuÎammad al-
ÍimÒÐ (d. 262/875-76), who claimed to have gone to AÎmad when the latter came out 
with the tarbÐÝ [declaring ÝAlÐ as the fourth legitimate caliph] and said to him: 
                                                 
20 ÑÁliÎ, MasÁÞil, 98-99; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 411-12, 423-23.  
21 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2: 573-4; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2:411,  424. 
22 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 413. 
23 Ibid., 2: 411, 419. 
24 Ibid., 2:411, 426-7. 
25 AbÙ DawÙd, MasÁÞil, 370; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 411. 
26 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 439; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 411, 426. 
27 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2:412-13. 
28 Ibid., 2: 428. 
29 al-KhallÁl narrates this statement from some of AÎmad’s other students. See: al-Sunnah, 2: 411- 28. 
30 Madelung, Der Imam Qasim, 225; Idem, Religious trends in early Islamic Iran, 24 ; Josef Van Ess, 
“Political ideas in early Islamic religious thought”, 153;  Zaman, Religion and politics, 51.  
31 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 3: 426. 
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 نعطل اذھ نإ ﷲ دبع ابأ اي :هل تلقف  ...يلعب عيبرتلا رھظأ نيح لبنح نب دمحأ ﷲ دبع يبأ ىلع تلخد
 امنإ ﷲ كحلصأ :تلقف ؟اھركذو موقلا برحو نحن امو ،تلق ام امسئب :لاقف .ريبزلاو ةحلط ىلع
و :يل لاقف .هلبق ةمئلأل بجي امو ةفلاخلا هل تبجوأو يلعب تعبر نيح اھانركذ :لاق ؟كلذ نم ينعنمي ام
 يف هلخدأو نيملسملا ىلع ةفلاخلل ًايلع يضر دقو هنبا نم ريخ رمع :يل لاقف .رمع نبا ثيدح :تلق
 !ريمأب نينمؤملل سيل انأ لوقأف ؛نينمؤملا ريمأ هسفن ىمس دق ... بلاط يبأ نب يلعو ،ىروشلا
هنع تفرصناف 
 “O AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal], this [statement] slanders ÓalÎah 
and al-Zubayr [who fought ÝAlÐ]”. AÎmad replied “How badly you did speak! 
We should not take a part in their [the Companions’] war against each other 
nor talk about it”. WarÐzah replied “God forgive you, I only mentioned it 
[i.e., the war] because you placed ÝAlÐ as the fourth, and claimed him a 
[legitimate] caliphate ...”. AÎmad said: “What prevents me from this?” and 
WarÐzah replied “Ibn ÝUmar’s statement”. AÎmad then said: “ÝUmar is better 
than his son, and he accepted ÝAlÐ being a caliph when he included him in the 
shÙrÁ”. He then added: “ÝAlÐ claims himself as the Commander of the 
Faithful. How can I say he was not such?”32  
 
This story is hard to believe. It is not to be found in the early traditionalist literature 
(such as al-KhallÁl’s works), and it mixes the TafÃÐl and the KhilÁfah, whereas 
AÎmad, as will be shown, clearly distinguishes between the two. As a result of this 
mixture, AÎmad was quoted as rejecting Ibn ÝUmar’s statement on the TafÃÐl. In 
contrast, this tradition was accepted in most of the other reports narrated from AÎmad. 
However, there is a strong possibility that AÎmad originally did not regard ÝAlÐ as a 
legitimate caliph and then changed his position. The point now is, when did he change 
his attitude towards ÝAlÐ’s caliphate? Western scholars (such as Madelung, Van Ess 
and Zaman) date this to approximately the time around the end of his life. This claim 
is doubtful; there is no evidence for it, and it runs contrary to other reports such as that 
of al-MaymÙnÐ, who dates the change to 227/842, which is about fourteen years 
before AÎmad’s death. Another report that AÎmad approved ÝAlÐ’s position was 
narrated by AbÙ Bakr al-MishkÁnÐ,33 who died in 223/838-9. This date, which is 
between 222-227/238-242,  is likely to be true since we do not have any report from 
AÎmad that he disregarded ÝAlÐ as a legitimate caliph. So, if such a statement existed, 
it was a long time before AÎmad’s death and not when his opinions were frequently 
recorded.   
                                                 
32 al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Snnah, 8: 1392; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 501-2. 
33 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 3: 428. 
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AÎmad uses various arguments to approve ÝAlÐ’s caliphate and to include him in the 
RÁshidÙn: 
A.  The first argument AÎmad applies is a tradition transmitted from the Prophet 
MuÎammad through his servant SafÐnah. In this tradition the Prophet is claimed as 
saying:   نوثلاث يدعب ةفلاخلا ةنس  “The caliphate will last for thirty years after me”. AÎmad 
justifies this by counting thirty years after the prophet’s death, saying, “AbÙ Bakr 
ruled two years and something, ÝUmar ten years, ÝUthmÁn twelve years and ÝAlÐ six 
years”.34 The total is 30 years as the tradition stated. 
This argument was transmitted by a large number of AÎmad’s students.35 Presumably, 
some traditionalists were not convinced about including ÝAlÐ in the RÁshidÙn and 
acknowledging him as a legitimate caliph. This group did not think that the ÎadÐth was 
an authentic report. AÎmad refutes this claim and defends the authenticity of the 
ÎadÐth. The reactions reported from AÎmad regarding those who criticised SafÐnah’s 
ÎadÐth are various. Al-MarrÙdhÐ informed AÎmad that those who disregarded 
SafÐnah’s ÎadÐth relied on YaÎyÁ b. SaÝÐd al-QaÔÔÁn’s judgement that he regarded SaÝÐd 
b. JumhÁn (one of the tradition’s transmitters) as a weak transmitter (ÃaÝÐf). AÎmad 
became angry and said “This is bÁÔil (false), I have never heard YaÎyÁ criticise him 
[i.e., SaÝÐd b. JuhmÁn]”.36 Two other accounts provide more aggressive reports from 
AÎmad towards those who rejected SafÐnah’s ÎadÐth. The first, narrated by AbÙ al-
ÍÁrith (d. ?) said that when AÎmad was asked about those who disregard this 
tradition, AÎmad answered  مھرمأ ّنيبيو ،نوسلاجي لاو ،موقلا ءلاؤھ نوبناجي ،ءيدر ءوس ملاك اذھ
سانلل “This is an evil and useless statement. Those people should be shunned and 
boycotted, and people are to be warned against them”.37 This statement is too 
exaggerated to be believed. It is too aggressive and contradicts other reports from 
AÎmad. 38   
                                                 
34 ÑÁliÎ, MasÁÞil, 99; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 424. 
35 See: ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2:591-92; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah,  2: 412, 419-24; al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl 
iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah, 8: 1371, 1392. 
36 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 419. 
37 Ibid., 2: 423. 
38 There will be further discussion of this point in the next section.  
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The second report is that AÎmad removed a man from his majlis as a result of his 
expressing a doubt about the reliability of SaÝÐd b. JumhÁn.39 This statement was only 
known in Baghdad in the fourth A.H./early tenth century.40 Possibly AÎmad’s various 
reports towards those who criticised SafÐnah’s ÎadÐth reflect the conflict among 
traditionalists in the late third A.H./ninth century on the legitimacy of ÝAlÐ’s caliphate. 
B.  The second argument that AÎmad applied to approve the legitimacy of ÝAlÐ’s 
caliphate is that ÝAlÐ claimed himself to be a caliph and duly acted as a caliph. He 
conducted the Îajj (pilgrimage), he implemented the ÎudÙd (the fixed punishment), 
and he led the prayers and the jihad; he also gave out the ghanÁÞim (the spoils of 
war).41   
C.  The third argument is that the Companions addressed ÝAlÐ as a caliph, accepted 
his caliphate and named him as the Commander of the Faithful. Among these 
Companions, according to AÎmad, were ÝAmmÁr b. YÁsir and [AbÙ] MasÝÙd.42  
These two latter arguments are based on the fact that ÝAlÐ claimed himself as a caliph 
and the Companions addressed him as such. Consequently, those who rejected or 
doubted it imputed lies to ÝAlÐ and other Companions.43  
As presented above, AÎmad regarded ÝAlÐ as a legitimate caliph and included him in 
the RÁshidÙn. However, many contradictory reports were narrated from him about 
those who did not regard ÝAlÐ as a caliph. These included some traditionalists in his 
time. The following reports are organised in order of aggressiveness: 
a) ÑÁliÎ b. ÝAlÐ (d.?) narrated from AÎmad that “I do not like whoever doubts ÝAlÐ’s 
caliphate”.44 ÝAlÐ b. ZakarÐyÁ al-TammÁr (d. 267/881) claimed that AÎmad was 
surprised at those who did not say ÝAlÐ was the Commander of the Faithful.45  
                                                 
39 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 422-23. 
40 al-KhallÁh heard it from AbÙ Bakr Ibn Ñadaqah, who had heard it from his companions from AÎmad. 
41 For ÝAbd AllÁh’s report, see his book: al-Sunnah, p. 2: 590; “al-MarrÙdhÐ, Íanbal b. IsÎÁq, AbÙ Bakr 
al-Athram and MuÎammad b. YaÎyÁ” in (al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 412-15). 
42 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 411-15. In the published copies and the manuscript: the name of the 
Companion was Ibn MasÝÙd which could not have been meant here as Ibn MasÝÙd died in 32/652-53  
three years before ÝAlÐ claimed the office of the caliphate. It is clear that the person who is mentioned 
here is AbÙ MasÝÙd al-BadrÐ (d. after 40/661) another Companion and one of ÝAlÐ’s men. 
43 Ibid., 2: 419. 
44 Ibid., 2: 412. 
45 Ibid., 2: 420. 
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b) AbÙ Bakr al-MishkÁnÐ narrated from AÎmad, “How bad this statement is”, but 
he did not remove him from the Sunnah because he made a wrong interpretation.46  
c) In ÝAbd AllÁh’s report, AÎmad describes disregarding ÝAlÐ as a caliph as  ءوس لوق
ءيدر “An evil dreadful statement”.47 And in Íarb’s report, AÎmad describes it as a 
“severely appalling [statement]”.48 In Íanbal’s report, AÎmad said:  هذھ نم اب ذوعأ
ةلاقملا “God forbid this statement!”49 Al-MarrÙdhÐ claims that AÎmad harshly attacked 
those who did not accept ÝAlÐ’s caliphate.50  
d) When AÎmad’s uncle insulted those who rejected ÝAlÐ’s caliphate as being  قاسفلا
راجفلا “sinful, perverted”, AÎmad kept silent and smiled.51  
e) Later sources include even more aggressive reports, one being that AÎmad b. 
ZurÁrah (d. ?) narrated from AÎmad that:  لاو هوملكت لاف ةفلاخلا يف بلاط يبأ نب يلعب عبري مل نم
هوحكانت “Whoever does not regard ÝAlÐ as the fourth [rightly guided] caliph, does not sit 
with him or talk to him”.52 Another report, transmitted by HishÁm b. ManÒÙr (d. ?) 
claimed to have heard AÎmad saying: هلھأ رامح نم لضأ وھف يلعل ةماملإا تبثي مل نم 
“Whoever does not approve ÝAlÐ’s caliphate is more wayward than his family’s 
donkey”.53   
 
This disagreement between the reports is more likely to reflect the conflict between 
the traditionalists in the late third and early fourth A.H./tenth century on the position 
of ÝAlÐ b. AbÐ ÓÁlib than it is to represent AÎmad’s own view. 
The reports that were narrated by AÎmad’s pupils and sons, which can be found in the 
early sources (the last quarter of the ninth century), indicate that AÎmad regarded ÝAlÐ 
as the fourth rightly guided caliph and refuted those who disregarded him. 
Nevertheless, he does not attack them harshly, nor does he remove them from the path 
of the Sunnah. The more confrontational reports (for example point (e) in the 
preceding paragraph) were, on the other hand, narrated by students who were not even 
                                                 
46 Ibid., 2: 428.  سئب لوقلا اذھ .تلق :نوكي نم لھأ ؟ةنسلا لاق ام ئرتجأ هجرخأ نم ،ةنسلا لوأت أطخأف  
47 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2: 590. 
48 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 439. نإف تلق سيل ؛ةفيلخب هيفف ةعانش ةديدش  
49 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 413. 
50 Ibid., 2: 419.  لعجو وبأ دبع ﷲ شحفي ىلع نم مل لقي هنإ ةفيلخ  
51 Ibid., 2: 427. 
52 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 99-100. 
53 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 220. 
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close to AÎmad. These reports can only be found in later sources (in the tenth century 
and afterwards). However, there is no doubt that AÎmad played a great role in 
rehabilitating ÝAlÐ among the traditionalists, and under the authority of his name the 
mission was completed. ÝAlÐ is regarded as the fourth Rightly Guided Caliph by all the 
traditionalist creeds from the fourth A.H./tenth century onwards.54  
Here a significant question arises: why did AÎmad change his position towards ÝAlÐ’s 
caliphate and rehabilitate him? There is no clear answer to this question. However, it 
may be useful to look at the evolution of the traditionalists’ view of the history of 
Islam and the JamÁÝah (community). In the second A.H./eighth century, traditionalists 
started to be aware of themselves. A new trend established a project to narrow the 
differences among the traditionalists themselves, in order to have one traditionalist 
school (madhhab aÒÎÁb al-ÎadÐth), rather than several traditionalist schools (madhÁhib 
aÒÎÁb al-ÎadÐth), and one of their strategies was to modify their theology towards a 
middle way (wasaÔÐyah). This was in order to maintain the community by absorbing 
the history of early Islam and accepting it all. And this could be applied by approving 
the rules of AbÙ Bakr, ÝUmar, and ÝUthmÁn (the ÝUthmÁnÐyah’s view), ÝAlÐ’s rule (the 
SunnÐ-ShÐÝÐ view), and MuÝÁwiyah’s rule (the ShÁmÐ view). Furthermore, this trend 
regarded the fight between the Companions as a form of ijtihÁd. Thus they could 
secure the dignity of the Companions: ÝAlÐ, ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr and his son ÝAbd AllÁh, 
ÝÀÞishah, MuÝÁwiyah and ÝAmr b. al-ÝÀÒ,55 none of whom were to be blamed for 
hisown ijtihÁd. 
 
3.2.3. The TafÃÐl (the preference among the Companions) 
The question of “Who is the best” (tafÃÐl) has been related to Muslim political theory 
since the first A.H./seventh century.56 It was used as a justification for choosing the 
caliph. For example, when AbÙ Bakr asked ÝUthmÁn about his decision to choose 
                                                 
54 See: ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2:533-91; Ibn AbÐ ÝÀÒim, al-Sunnah, 2: 760-801; al-AshÝarÐ, MaqÁlÁt, 
455. 
55 See another example of applying “absorption” in traditionalist theology: al-Sayyid, “Ahlu al-
Sunnah”, 238-41. 
56 Afsaruddin dates the ManÁqib literature, which reflects the discussion on tafÃÐl, at around the end of 
the seventh century. See: Asma Afsaruddin, “In praise of the caliph: re-creating history from the 
manÁqib literature”, 229. 
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ÝUmar as his successor, the latter’s reply was “There is no one like him among us”,57 
and AbÙ Bakr declared that ÝUmar was the best among the Companions.58 On another 
occasion, he declared that ÝUmar was the best of God’s people.59 It is difficult to 
accept that TafÃÐl was the only element to be taken into account in choosing a caliph. 
It is more convincing to state that on the basis of the absence of an effective 
mechanism to choose the caliph,60 TafÃÐl was a good excuse for choosing him. 
Therefore, the question of TafÃÐl has never been raised in the discussion on choosing 
the caliph; it has only been declared after the decision has been made.  
AÎmad’s position on comparing the Companions is indicated in two issues: 
3.2.3.1. Who is the best? 
All the statements that were narrated from AÎmad regarding this issue state that “The 
best of the nation after the Prophet is AbÙ Bakr; and the best of them after AbÙ Bakr 
is ÝUmar; and the best of them after ÝUmar is ÝUthmÁn”. There is no disagreement on 
AÎmad’s position up to this point. Disagreements arise concerning the question ‘Who 
is the best after ÝUthmÁn?’ 
The majority of traditionalists in AÎmad’s time agreed on the position of these three 
but disagreed on the position of ÝAlÐ and the other Companions. Reflecting these 
disagreements, five opinions were narrated from AÎmad regarding the answer to this 
question. 
I. To end at ÝUthmÁn (al-waqf ÝalÁ ÝUthmÁn): this meant preferring AbÙ Bakr, 
then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then not preferring any Companion to any other. This 
opinion was narrated by the majority of AÎmad’s students. In addition to those who 
were named above,61 there is YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn,62 al-Kawsaj,63 Ibn ÍÁniÞ,64 and AÎmad 
                                                 
57 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 428. 
58 Ibid. 
59 Ibid., 3: 429, 433; Wilferd Madelung, The Succession to MuÎammad: a study of the early caliphate, 
55. 
60 HishÁm JuÝayÔ, al-Fitnah: jadalÐyat al-dÐn wa-al-sÐyÁsah fÐ al-Islam al-mubakkir, 120. 
61 See above (3.2.3.1). These names are: those of his sons ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh, his cousin Íanbal b. 
IsÎÁq, and his pupils such as AbÙ Bakr al-MarrÙdhÐ, ÝAbd al-Malik al-MaymÙnÐ, AbÙ DawÙd al-
SijistÁnÐ, Íarb al-KirmÁnÐ, AbÙ Bakr al-Athram and AbÙ Bakr al-AÎwal, among others. 
62 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 397. 
63  al-Kawsaj, MasÁÞil, q 3413. 
64 Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 2: 169. 
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Ibn AbÐ al-ÍawÁrÐ,65 among others.66 According to their reports, AÎmad based his 
opinion on Ibn ÝUmar who is claimed to have said:  
We used to prefer among the Companions of the Messenger of 
God, and we were saying: AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn. 
The Prophet hears that and does not reject it67 
II. Some of AÎmad’s students narrated that even though AÎmad ends at ÝUthmÁn, 
he neither accuses nor rejects those who regard ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion. 
ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad, al-MarrÙdhÐ, Ibn HÁniÞ, AbÙ al-ÍÁrith and al-FaÃl b. ZiyÁd 
(among others) narrated this opinion from AÎmad.68   
III. Ending at ÝUthmÁn or regarding ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion: either is 
correct. This opinion was narrated from AÎmad by al-Íasan b. ThawÁb (d. 268/881) 
and HÁrÙn al-DÐk.69 
IV. ÝAlÐ is the fourth best Companion. This opinion was given by al-FaÃl b. ZiyÁd 
who narrated from AÎmad that ءيش اذھ ّدري ام “Nothing rejects this”.70 Al-MaymÙnÐ 
narrated from him that سأب هب نوكي لا نأ وجرأ  “I hope this [statement] is accepted”.71  
IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm al-BaghawÐ reported from him that “Whoever regards ÝAlÐ as the 
fourth best Companion is ÑÁÎib Sunnah”.72 This opinion can also be found in the 
narratives of AÎmad Ibn AbÐ al-ÍawÁrÐ and Salamah b. ShabÐb. These two claim that 
AÎmad based his opinion on SafÐnah’s tradition.73 Even though these reports regard 
ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion, they do not show any enthusiasm for supporting 
this opinion. However, only in one report is AÎmad presented as fanatical about ÝAlÐ’s 
position. In Creed V, MuÎammad b. ÝAwf  is claimed to report from AÎmad: 
The best person after the messenger of God is AbÙ Bakr, then 
ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn and then ÝAlÐ”. Then I [i.e., Ibn ÝAwf] said: 
“O AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh, they claim that you end at ÝUthmÁn.”  
AÎmad replied: “They lied, in the name of God, to me. I have 
only transmitted from Ibn ÝUmar’s hadÐth:  
                                                 
65 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 408. 
66 Ibid., 2: 396-97. 
67 Ibid., 2: 306. 
68 Ibid., 2: 404-6. 
69 Ibid., 2: 407-8. 
70 Ibid., 2: 404-5. 
71 Ibid., 2: 406. 
72 Ibid., 2; 407. 
73 Ibid., 2: 409. 
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‘We used to establish a preference between the Companions of 
the messenger of God, saying: AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then 
ÝUthmÁn. The Prophet heard this and did not reject it’.  
“Yet,” AÎmad said, “the Prophet did not order one, nor did he 
prefer [among the Companions] after those. Nobody has 
evidence of [the demand to end at ÝUthmÁn]; and hence, 
whoever ends at ÝUthmÁn and does not say ÝAlÐ is the fourth 
(yurabbiÝu bi-ÝAlÐ), is not [speaking in accordance with] the 
Sunnah”.  
 
 
The outlandishness of this creed lies not in regarding ÝAlÐ as the fourth best 
Companion. Rather, it is to my knowledge the only report that accuses anyone who 
does not regard ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion of being outside of the Sunnah. 
Another aspect of this creed is his rejection of any reliance on Ibn ÝUmar’s tradition 
that was narrated by the close circle of AÎmad’s family and students.74  
V. The best of the Companions is AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then 
AÒÎÁb al-ShÙrÁ (five Companions of whom ÝAlÐ was one). After this, the people of the 
battle of Badr contested for preference (the MuhÁjirÙn first, then the AnÒÁr). This 
opinion can be found in creed III.  
However, in the early period of the ÍanbalÐs, al-KhallÁl noticed inconsistencies in the 
reports from AÎmad regarding his attitude towards whether ÝAlÐ was the fourth best 
Companion. Al-KhallÁl tried to resolve this problem by stating that by taking all of 
these reports (I- IV) into account, AÎmad’s doctrine was AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then 
ÝUthmÁn. This is what was applied by his followers (wa-hua alladhÐ Ýalyhi al-Ýamal). 
Those who say: AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then ÝAlÐ, are correct and 
accepted.75 This view accepts the majority of reports and it adheres more to traditions 
(i.e., Ibn ÝUmar’s tradition),76 as al-KhallÁl points out. AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ 
presents these different views from AÎmad but he does not decide between them.77  
Significantly, neither al-KhallÁl nor AbÙ YaÝlÁ (and the other ÍanbalÐs) takes into 
                                                 
74 Christopher Melchert criticises this point, based on the existence of other accounts from AÎmad that 
he regarded ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion (Melchert, “Comment on Saud al-Sarhan, ‘The Creeds 
of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’”, 3-4).  However, as presented above, this is not the case. The difference in this 
creed (i.e., Creed V) is that it accuses those who do not regard ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion of not 
being in the Sunnah.  
75 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 409-10. 
76 Ibid., 2: 410. 
77 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah, 41-47.  
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account the opinions attributed to AÎmad in Creeds III and V. This is probably 
because these creeds were either unknown to the early ÍanbalÐs, or else they did not 
regard them as authentic sources of AÎmad’s belief. 
Al-KhallÁl identifies an interesting point: the reports from AÎmad on the tafÃÐl of ÝAlÐ 
as being the fourth best Companion were from AÎmad’s Syrian students. AÎmad, 
according to al-KhallÁl, did this deliberately as the people of Syria were melodramatic 
in their love for ÝUthmÁn in the same way that the people of Kufa (the ShÐÝÐs) were 
melodramatic in their support of ÝAlÐ. Therefore, AÎmad aimed to mediate between 
these errant groups.78 So, when the people of Syria asked him about ÝAlÐ he said that 
he regarded him highly as being the fourth best Companion, even though he did not 
believe it. Although some of the narrators of this view from AÎmad were from Syria, 
some others, such as Salamah b. ShabÐb and al-BaghawÐ, were not.    
3.2.3.2. Preferring ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn 
There is no disagreement in the reports from AÎmad that whoever prefers ÝAlÐ to AbÙ 
Bakr or ÝUmar is an innovator. Disagreements among his riwÁyÁt (the reports from 
him) concern the matter of who prefers ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn. Different reports relating to 
this issue are found: 
I. Whoever prefers ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn is likely to be an innovator and his statement is 
an evil statement. This opinion was reported by his sons ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh, and his 
cousin Íanbal and his students Ibn HÁniÞ and ZakarÐyÁ al-NÁqid.79 HÁrÙn al-DÐk, 
another of AÎmad’s students, narrated from him that “Who prefers ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn is 
a RÁfiÃÐ” or as he said “an innovator”.80   
II. Another narrative from AÎmad, also by HÁrÙn al-DÐk, can be understood as 
AÎmad’s accepting both ways of preference between ÝUthmÁn and ÝAlÐ in the past. 
This statement, however, would have been hard to accept in his time.81  
                                                 
78 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 410. 
79 Ibid., 2: 378, 380-81. 
80 Ibid., 2: 381. 
81 Ibid., 2: 408. .ديدش نلآا اذھ ،ديدش نلآا اذھ :لاق ؟يلعو رمعو ركب وبأ :لاق نمف :تلق 
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III. The third opinion narrated from AÎmad is that he does not like preferring ÝAlÐ to 
ÝUthmÁn, but he does not insult it as an innovation, and those who hold this belief are 
better than the RÁfiÃÐs. This was narrated by Íanbal.82 
However, the conclusion arrived at by al-KhallÁl is strong enough to be accepted. Al-
KhallÁl concludes that  لاق نإو .هعيدبت يف مزجي ملو ،لوقلا اذھ هركي هنأ :ﷲ دبع يبأ نم لوقلا رقتساف
هيلع ركني مل ؛عدتبم وھ :لئاق  “AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] hated this statement 
[preferring ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn], but he was not confident in pronouncing it an innovation. 
However, if someone says: ‘He [i.e., the person who believes in this statement] is an 
innovator’, [AÎmad] will not reject his saying”.83 It is clear that AÎmad hated this 
statement, but it was difficult for him to regard those who believed it as innovators, 
since a large number of traditionalists (especially in the early period in Iraq) preferred 
ÝAlī to ÝUthmān. 
From the above, we have two contradictory reports from AÎmad regarding who is a 
RÁfiÃÐ. The first is an uncertain narrative from HÁrÙn al-DÐk that the RÁfiÃÐ (or, he 
said, an annotator) prefers ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn (the uncertainty stems from al-DÐk’s 
transmitter). The other report is that those who prefer ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn are better than 
the RÁfiÃÐs. Some other reports are found from AÎmad about who constitutes a RÁfiÃÐ. 
These can be categorised as follows: 
1. The ones who prefer ÝAlÐ to AbÙ Bakr and ÝUmar are likely to be RÁfiÃÐs.84  
2. Other reports from AÎmad require the insulting of the Companions (shatm al-
ÒaÎÁbah) especially the insulting of AbÙ Bakr and ÝUmar, for regarding someone as a 
RÁfiÃÐ. This definition was reported from AÎmad by ÑÁliÎ,85 ÝAbd AllÁh,86 al-
MaymÙnÐ,87 AbÙ ÓÁlib al-MishkÁnÐ,88 and MuÎammad b. YaÎyÁ al-KaÎÎÁl.89  It is 
also found in Creed I. 
Apparently, AÎmad required the insulting of the Companions as an indication that 
someone was a RÁfiÃÐ. Yet, if someone prefers ÝAlÐ to AbÙ Bakr and ÝUmar AÎmad 
                                                 
82 Ibid., 2: 380. 
83 Ibid., 2: 382. 
84 Ibid., 2: 489. ىشخأ نأ نوكي  ًايضفار  
85 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah al-imÁm AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 75. 
86 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 2: 548. 
87 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 493. 
88 Ibid. 
89 Ibid. 
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does not consider him a RÁfiÃÐ, but he is close to the RÁfiÃah doctrine. This may be 
because AÎmad might think the preference will lead to insulting. The case of 
preferring ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn is probably misreported by al-DÐk, and regarding him in 
this report as an innovator is more accurate, because al-DÐk was not certain whether 
AÎmad said “RÁfiÃÐ” or “innovator”. 
In conclusion, as shown above, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal succeeded in including ÝAlÐ in the 
RÁshidÙn. The matter of preference between the Companions is slightly different 
concerning two points.  
First: orthodox SunnÐ belief has settled on regarding ÝAlÐ as the fourth best 
Companion. All other opinions among traditionalists, including those of AÎmad 
himself, were ignored or modified to the benefit of ÝAlÐ. In his book FaÃÁÞÐl al-
ÑaÎÁbah (Virtues of the Companions), ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad lists ÝAlÐ as the fourth, 
after AbÙ Bakr, ÝUmar and ÝUthmÁn, even though, he narrated from his father to end 
at ÝUthmÁn. However, ÝAlī has remained the fourth best Companion in all SunnÐ 
creeds since the fourth A.H./tenth century. Therefore, some ÍanbalÐs in the early fifth 
A.H./eleventh century had to modify AÎmad’s views to match this doctrine. ÝAbd al-
WÁÎid al-TamÐmÐ (d. 410/1019-20) who was described as the leader of the ÍanbalÐs at 
this time, wrote a book in which he summarised AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s theology; he 
included in this book the comment that AÎmad regarded ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib as the 
fourth best Companion.90 
Second: AÎmad did not approve of the one who prefers ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn and may have 
considered him to be an innovator. Orthodox SunnÐ belief after AÎmad’s time has in 
general accepted this claim by remaining equivocal on the status of the one who 
favorts ÝAlÐ over ÝUthmÁn.91  
 
                                                 
90 ÝAbd al-WÁÎid b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz al-TamÐmÐ, IÝtiqÁd al-imÁm al-munabbal AbÐ ÝAbd AllÁh AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal, 72-73. 
91 See: AÎmad b. ÝAbd al-ÍalÐm Ibn TaymÐyah, al-ÝAqÐdah al-WÁsiÔÐyah, 24 ; MuÎammad b. ÑÁliÎ Ibn 
ÝUthaymÐn,SharÎ al-ÝAqÁdah al-WasiÔÐyah, 2: 270-72; Ibn Hajar al-ÝAsqalÁnÐ, LisÁn al-MÐzÁn, 1: 113-
14.  
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3.3. The Fitnah: 
MÁlik b. Anas was recalling ÝUthmÁn, ÝAlÐ, ÓalÎah and al-Zubayr when he said:  كلام نأ
رفعلأا ديرثلا ىلع لاإ اولتتقا ام 2و :لوقيف ،ريبزلاو ةحلطو ًايلعو نامثع ركذي ناك سنأ نب “By God, they 
fought only on off-white gruel”.92   
This statement asserts the temporality of the conflicts, starting from the rebellion 
against ÝUthmÁn and the battles between ÝAlÐ and his adversaries. MÁlik b. Anas 
(among others) does not believe that any religious issue was raised in these battles: 
the QurashÐs were simply fighting to commandeer kingship, as the poet Ayman b. 
Khuraym al-AsadÐ (d. 80/699) said.93  
Taking this view into account, we cannot ignore the fact that this period (known as the 
time of the Fitnah, from the assassination of ÝUthmÁn in 35/656 until ÝAlÐ’s murder in 
40/661) generated the main Muslim sects. MaymÙn b. MuhrÁn, a Syrian Successor (d. 
117?/735), gives a very comprehensive analysis of the emergence of the sects as a 
consequence of the Fitnah. He claims that after the murder of ÝUthmÁn people divided 
into four parties on the basis of their attitude towards the death of ÝUthmÁn. 
Subsequently, a fifth party was formed. These four parties are the ShÐÝah of ÝUthmÁn 
(ÝUthmÁnÐyah) in Basra (the party of al-Zubayr, ÓalÎah and ÝÀÞishah) and in Syria 
(MuÝÁwiyah’s party); the second party is ÝAlÐ and his ShÐÝah in Kufa. These two 
fought each other later on. The other two parties did not become involved in the fight 
and were neutral. They are the MurjiÞÐs and the people of the JamÁÝah. The difference 
                                                 
92 MuÎammad b. YazÐd Ibn al-Mubarrid, al-KÁmil, 3: 1137; ÝAbd al-ÍamÐd b. Hibat AllÁh Ibn AbÐ al-
ÍadÐd, SharÎ nahj al-BalÁghah, 5: 76. MÁlik wishes to indicate that they fought only for wealth and 
power, since only rich people were able to provide expensive food such as off-white gruel.  
93 Ayman b. Khuraym al-AsadÐ refused to join MarwÁn I in his war against Ibn al-Zubayr. His father 
and uncle took similar actions in refusing to join ÝAlÐ’s fights because these were fights between 
Muslims and the fitnah. Ayman gives a clear reason for his iÝtizÁl (or refusing to join this fitnah): it was 
merely fighting between the QurashÐs for kingship. He said: “I will never kill a man who prays for the 
benefit of another man from the Quraysh. [The latter] will have his kingship and I will get my sin, God 
forbid, from ineptitude and foolishness” (MuÎammad Ibn SaÝd, al-ÓabaqÁt al-kubrÁ, 6: 25; ÝAbd AllÁh 
b. Muslim Ibn Qutaybah, al-ShiÝr wa-al-shuÝarÁÞ, 1: 542). 
 ِشيرق نم َرخآ ِناطلس ىلع     يلصي ًلاجر ٍلتاقب ُتسلو 
 ُناطلس ُهل ِشيطو ٍقمح نم ِﷲ َذاعم        يمثإ ﱠيلعو ه  
Ayman gives pragmatic advice on how one should deal with the fitnah’s leaders. He states that, 
basically, if there is money-giving you should go to them to have your share. But if there is a fight, you 
should stand away from them (Ibn Qutaybah, al-ShiÝr, 1: 541-42). 
 نإ ِةنتفلل لدتعت اھنم ِطيملا ُديورف      ًانيب ًاطيم  
فلزتعاف ٌلاتق ناك اذإو      مھتأف ٌءاطع ناك اذإ  
لعتشت اھعدف ِرانلا َبطح    اھلاھج اھرعسي امنإ 
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between these neutral parties is in their attitude towards the combatants: the MurjiÞÐs, 
who, according to MaymÙn b. MuhrÁn, were mainly from the Muslim army that did 
not observe the early conflicts and did not return to Medina until the death of 
ÝUthmÁn. Thus the MurjiÞÐs stood apart from supporting any party as they did not 
know whether it was right and they suspended judgment of the two groups to the 
Hereafter.  
The people of JamÁÝah also stood apart from the fight, accepting both ÝUthmÁn’s and 
ÝAlÐ’s parties. MaymÙn claims that this party included more than ten thousand 
Companions and Successors such as SaÝd Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ and ÝAbd AllÁh b. ÝUmar.  
The neutrality of the MurjiÞÐs was negative. They rejected an undefined group of the 
fighters. On the other hand, the people of the JamÁÝah accepted the two groups of the 
fighters and granted the faith (ÐmÁn) to them both.   
The last and fifth party is the KhÁrijÐs, who were among ÝAlÐ’s army but then changed 
allegiance because of his decision to accept the adjudication (taÎkÐm) of MuÝÁwiyah 
and his party.  
Ibn MuhrÁn stated that this was the first conflict among the Muslim community, but 
now (i.e., during his time) there were more than seventy parties. Ibn MuhrÁn strongly 
supported the position of the people of the JamÁÝah, who stood apart during the Fitnah 
and were then included in the JamÁÝah (under MuÝÁwiyah’s rule after the death of 
ÝAlÐ).94 The importance of Ibn MuhrÁn’s view is that the view of huge group of 
traditionalists, among them being AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. 
It is evident that AÎmad supported the attitude of the fourth group, the people of the 
JamÁÝah, since in order to protect the unity of the JamÁÝah, they did not become 
involved in the Fitnah. AÎmad’s attitude can be illustrated by the following examples: 
Once AÎmad said: نبا رمع ،دعسو نمو فك نع كلت ،ةنتفلا سيلأ وھ دنع ضعب سانلا ؟دمحأ اذھ يلع  ...
مل طبضي ،سانلا  ..فيسلاو لا ينبجعي  “Are not Ibn ÝUmar and SaÝd [Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ], and 
those who stood away from that Fitnah, more preferred for some people [than those 
                                                 
94 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 39: 495-97. 
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involved in the Fitnah]? This is ÝAlÐ … [who] could not control the people… I do not 
like the Sword [i.e., fighting between Muslims]”.95  
The implication of iÝtizÁl al-fitnah wa-luzÙm al-jamÁÝah (standing away from the 
fitnah and commitment to the community) is that it is not merely applied by practising 
the fitnah. It is also by not becoming involved in the fitnah, even by recalling its 
history. AÎmad recalls the Umayyad caliph ÝUmar b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz, saying when he 
was asked about the Fitnah: هيف يناسل لخُدأ لا ،هنم يدي ﷲ َجرخأ ٌرمأ “A matter from which 
God saved my hand, I have to save my tongue from [being involved in] it”.96 Hence, 
AÎmad insists on not making a judgment between the Companions in their fight 
against each other. For example, when AÎmad was in SÁmarrÁÞ at the court of al-
Mutawakkil (after the Inquisition), the caliph sent a messenger to him asking: ام لوقت 
اميف ناك نم يلع ؟ةيواعمو  “What do you say about what happened between ÝAlÐ and 
MuÝÁwiyah?” AÎmad answered: ام لوقأ امھيف إلا ،ىنسحلا مھمحر ﷲ  ًاعيمج  “I only say good 
about them, God have mercy on them all”.97 On another occasion, he was asked his 
opinion of the fights between ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr, ÝAlÐ, ÝĀÞishah and MuÝÁwiyah. His 
answer fully respected them all: نَم انأ لوقأ في باحصأ لوسر ﷲ  ...ناك مھنيب ؟ءيش ﷲ ملعأ  
“Who am I [to] talk about the Companions of the Messenger of God … [and what] 
happened between them? God knows best”.98 When one of the descendants of HÁshim 
(i.e., the BanÙ HÁshim) asked AÎmad about the war between ÝAlÐ and MuÝÁwiyah, 
AÎmad answered by reciting a QurÞÁnic verse: 
Those are a people who have passed away; theirs is that which 
they earned and yours that which ye earn. And ye will not be 
asked of what they used to do [2: 134, 141]. 
Furthermore, he forbade his students either to read or to write books that chronicled 
the Fitnah. His cousin Íanbal b. IsÎÁq wanted to write down a book on the Fitnah 
called ÑiffÐn wa-al-Jamal produced by Khalaf b. SÁlim (d. 231/846) but AÎmad 
forbade him to write it down. Íanbal ignored AÎmad’s structure and wrote down 
Khalaf’s book. When AÎmad heard about this, he asked Íanbal’s father to hide the 
                                                 
95 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 140-41. 
96 Ibid., 2: 461-62. 
97 Ibid., 2: 460 
98 Ibid. 
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book and not to let Íanbal read it.99 Although Khalaf was a friend of AÎmad’s, the 
latter (among other traditionalists) criticised him for collecting the Fitnah reports.100  
To minimise the harmful effect of the Fitnah on the pure image of the Companions 
and the Successors that was held by traditionalists, AÎmad and other traditionalists set 
out to reduce the number of Companions who had taken part in it. This was in order to 
save the purity of their image and to prove that the mainstream of the Companions 
stood away from the Fitnah and was committed to the community. AÎmad reported 
from Ibn SÐrÐn that: تجاھ ةنتفلا باحصأو لوسر ﷲ . ..ةرشع ،فلاآ امف رضح اھيف ةئام لب مل اوغلبي 
نيثلاث “The Fitnah broke out when the Companions of the Messenger of God … [at 
that time] numbered ten thousand, but fewer than a hundred attended it, even fewer 
than thirty”.101 Al-ShaÝbÐ reduced this number to four only. AÎmad reports that al-
ShaÝbÐ said مل دھشي لمجلا نم باحصأ يبنلا ريغ يلع رامعو ةحلطو ،ريبزلاو نإف اوؤاج سماخب انأف باذك  
“Only ÝAlÐ, ÝAmmÁr, ÓalÎah and al-Zubayr attended the Camel [battle] of the 
Companions of the Prophet. If they could name a fifth, I would be a liar”.102  In the 
memory of Ahl al-Sunnah, the people of the battle of Badr were the best among the 
Companions. This image of the people in this battle led traditionalists to assert that 
they did not take any part in the Fitnah. AÎmad reports that ShuÝbah was told that 
someone claimed: “Seventy of the people of [the battle of] Badr took part in ÑiffÐn”. 
ShuÝbah rejected this and said that it was only Khuzaymah b. ThÁbit from among the 
people of the battle of Badr who took part in ÑiffÐn.103    
In the case of the Successors, AÎmad rejects the idea that MasrÙq (d. 62-3/682-83) 
and Murrah (d. 76?/695-96) attended the battle of the Camel. In answer to the people 
of Kufa (= the ShÐÝÐs), who claimed that these two attended the battle (on ÝAlÐ’s side), 
AÎmad rejects this and responds very critically. He says:  امأ لھأ ةفوكلا ولف اوردق نوخّطلي 
لك دحأ اولعفل  “If they could besmirch (yulaÔÔikhÙ) every one of the people of Kufa would 
do so.”104 AÎmad criticises the people of Kufa for their exaggeration in naming the 
people who attended ÝAlÐ’s fights against the other Companions. A remarkable point 
                                                 
99 Ibid., 2: 464. 
100 al-MarrÙdhÐ and others, al-ÝIlal wa-maÝrifat al-rijÁl, 164.  هذھ هعبتت هيلع اومقن :لاق ،يمرخملا فلخ نع هتلأس
ثيداحلأا 
101 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 466. 
102 ÝAbd AllÁh, ÝIlal, 1:432; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 446; Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-Muntakhab min 
ÝIlal al-KhallÁl, 226. 
103 Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-Muntakhab, 225. 
104 Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 2: 201; Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-Muntakhab, 226. 
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is that AÎmad uses the verb yulaÔÔikhÙn, which reflects his unfavourable memory of 
these battles and his support of al-iÝtizÁl wa-luzÙm al-jamÁÝah. Another word that 
reflects AÎmad’s attitude is the word fitnah. In jurisprudential terms a fitnah occurs 
when there is no legitimate imÁm. But as has been shown above, AÎmad names ÝAlÐ 
as a legitimate imÁm. So, why does he use the term fitnah to describe his reign? 
Presumably, AÎmad inherited this term from the early traditionalists who did not 
recognise ÝAlÐ as a legitimate caliph at the time when AÎmad himself did not accept 
the ÝAlÐ caliphate. And when he did, he was already using this term. Another reason 
may be that AÎmad wanted to call this period a fitnah to assert that there was no 
legitimacy in the fighting with or against ÝAlÐ. This, perhaps, was done so that if the 
fighting with ÝAlÐ was legitimate he might prevent ÝĀÞishah, ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr and 
MuÝawiyah and other Companions who fought ÝAlÐ from being labelled bughÁh 
(rebels). 
If AÎmad does not label those who fought against ÝAlÐ as being bughÁh, how would he 
answer the ÎadÐth that related to the Prophet? This was said to ÝAmmÁr b. YÁsir: كلتقت 
ةئفلا ةيغابلا  “The rebellious group will kill you”. ÝAmmÁr was killed during the fighting 
in ÝAlÐ’s camp against MuÝÁwiyah and his group in the battle of ÑiffÐn. 
We have here three different (or rather contradictory) types of answers from AÎmad:  
the first was narrated by YaÝqÙb b. Shaybah. It states that AÎmad approved the sound 
of the ÎadÐth, but he did not like to talk further about it.105 This means that AÎmad 
approved the ÎadÐth but he did not like to interpret it in order to avoid accusing 
MuÝÁwiyah and his group of being bughÁh. 
The second answer from AÎmad is that he refused to talk about the ÎadÐth at all, and 
said: لا ملكتأ ،هيف هكرتو ملسأ  “I do not talk about it, and not taking any notice of it is 
safer”. This was narrated from AÎmad by his student al-Kawsaj.106  
The third answer is more fundamental. A traditionalist, ÝAbd AllÁh b. IbrÁhÐm claims 
that he heard AÎmad to say that there are twenty-eight ÎadÐths (i.e., isnÁds) in this 
                                                 
105 Ibn Rajab, FatÎ al-BÁrÐ, 3: 309-11; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 463-64. تعمس دمحأ نب لبنح لئس نع ثيدح 
يبنلا  ...يف رامع" :كلتقت ةئفلا ةيغابلا" .لاق دمحأ :امك لاق يبنلا  ..هتلتق ةئفلا ةيغابلا .لاقو :يف اذھ ريغ ثيدح حيحص نع يبنلا ...
هركو نأ ملكتي يف اذھ رثكأب نم ذھا  
106 al-Kawsaj. MasÁÞil, q 3591; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 462. 
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ÎadÐth but none of them is sound.107 Another traditionalist108 claimed that he was 
sitting in a class (Îalqah) with AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, YaÎyÁ Ibn MaÝÐn, AbÙ 
Khaythamah and al-MuÝayÔÐ when they recalled the ÎadÐth “The rebellious group will 
kill ÝAmmÁr”. All of them stated that there was no sound ÎadÐth (= isnÁd) for it.109  Ibn 
Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ rejected this report because its transmitters were unknown and he 
preferred al-Kawsaj’s narration.110  
Ibn TaymÐyah provides another answer in an attempt to solve the contradictions 
between these reports. He claims that AÎmad used to declare this ÎadÐth as unsound, 
but later approved it as a sound ÎadÐth.111 None of these answers is convincing, and 
this disagreement probably reflects the disagreement among the traditionalists around 
AÎmad’s time regarding this ÎadÐth.  
Even though AÎmad, among other traditionalists, did not like to talk about the Fitnah, 
it is a matter of fact that two groups fought each other. If one party was right, what 
should we call the wrong party? We do not have any report from AÎmad regarding 
this question. His position can be understood since he does not like to talk about the 
conflicts between the Companions. However, Ibn TaymÐyah attributed to him (and to 
the majority of the traditionalists and jurisprudents) the nation that not fighting was 
the better alternative; however, ÝAlÐ was closer to rightness than MuÝÁwiyah.112 
Despite Ibn TaymÐyah’s exaggeration in his attribution to the majority of the 
traditionalists and jurisprudents, this is what he understands from AÎmad’s method 
rather than AÎmad’s own view. Indeed, AÎmad believed that not fighting was better, 
but his stated belief that ÝAlÐ was closer to rightness than MuÝÁwiyah is unproven.  
Ibn TaymÐyah added another three positions of those of the SunnÐs (and also the 
ÍanbalÐs) regarding this matter: 
                                                 
107 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 463; Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-Muntakhab,  222. تعمس دمحأ لوقي :يور يف 
"لتقت رامع ةئفلا ةيغابلا "ةينامث نورشعو ،ًاثيدح سيل اھيف ثيدح حيحص  
108 In al-Muntakhab his name is IbrÁhÐm, while in the Sunnah his name is MuÎammad b. IbrÁhÐm. 
109 Ibid. 
110 Ibn Rajab, FatÎ al-BÁrÐ, 3: 309-11. 
111 AÎmad b. ÝAbd al-ÍalÐm Ibn TaymÐyah, MihÁj al-Sunnah al-NabawÐyah fÐ naqÃ kalÁm al-ShÐÝah wa- 
al-QadarÐyah, 4: 414 
112 Ibid., 4: 448.  
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1. Both ÝAlÐ and MuÝÁwiyah were mujtahid and right (muÒÐb). Ibn TaymÐyah 
attributed this position to some AshÝarÐs and KarrÁmÐs, as well as to some followers of 
AbÙ ÍanÐfah, al-ShÁfiÝÐ and AÎmad. 
2. One group is right, but it is a non-defining group. 
3. ÝAlÐ was the right and MuÝÁwiyah was the wrong mujtahid.  He attributed this 
position to a certain number (ÔawÁÞif) of theologians and the followers of the four 
schools of law.113  
ÝAbd al-QÁhir al-BaghdÁdÐ (d. 429/1037), an AshÝarÐ theologian, claims that: “The 
jurisprudents in ÍijÁz and Iraq, from both traditionalists and rationalists, such as 
MÁlik, AbÙ ÍanÐfah, al-ShÁfiÝÐ and al-AwzÁÝÐ and the majority of theologians, have 
reached a consensus on ÝAlÐ being right in his fight in ÑiffÐn as well as his fight with 
the people of the Camel.”114  
It is not the intention here to determine who is right in his claim, Ibn TaymÐyah or al-
BaghdÁdÐ. The important point is that this disagreement reflects the fact that the SuunÐ 
School has failed to create an orthodox doctrine concerning who was right in the 
dispute between the Companions.  
To conclude, the image of ÝAlÐ was gradually accepted in SunnÐ orthodox doctrine. In 
the third A.H./ninth century, the legitimacy of ÝAlÐ’s caliphate was accepted and he 
was included among the rightly guided caliphs in the mainstream of SunnÐ belief. All 
the disagreements regarding his position were ended by the efforts of AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal. Furthermore, from the fourth A.H./tenth century ÝAlÐ was regarded as the 
fourth best Companion and the competition between him and ÝUthmÁn has been 
accepted into SunnÐ belief, even though these contradicted AÎmad’s doctrine. 
However, AÎmad’s view was modified to accept, or at least not to reject, ÝAlÐ’s new 
position. Although SunnÐ beliefs have become friendlier towards ÝAlÐ, it has continued 
as a divisive issue as regards his disputes with the other Companions. 
 
                                                 
113 Ibid., 4: 447-48. 
114 ÝUmar b. al-Íasan Ibn DiÎyah al-KalbÐ, AÝlÁm al-naÒr al-mubÐn fi al-mufÁÃalah bayna ahlay ÑiffÐn, 
83-84. 
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3.4. The Umayyads 
 
3.4.1 MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn 
Al-JÁÎiÛ (d. 255/868-69) criticises the traditionalists of his time for their support of 
MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn. He states that the NÁbitah115 of the time (i.e., the 
traditionalists)116 refused to abuse MuÝÁwiyah because he was a Companion. Abusing 
him, they added, was an innovation, and whoever hated him contradicted the 
Sunnah.117 This view was related to the traditionalists by another MuÝtazilÐ, around the 
time of al-JÁÎiÛ, who claimed that the ÍashwÐyah (i.e., the traditionalists) gave their 
loyalty to MuÝÁwiyah and did not disavow him.118  
Evidentially, these claims were proved correct. Although the early salaf disagreed 
over MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn, traditionalists since the second half of the second 
A.H./last quarter of the eighth century have been defenders of MuÝÁwiyah’s 
reputation. In Iraq and KhurÁsÁn, SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ (d. 161/778) rejected insulting 
MuÝÁwiyah.119 His students, such as Ibn al-MubÁrak (d. 181/797) and al-MuÝafÁ b. 
ÝImrÁn (d. about 185/801), asserted that MuÝÁwiyah ranked higher than ÝUmar b. ÝAbd 
al-ÝAzÐz since he was a Companion and nobody could be compared with the 
Companions of the Prophet.120 In Mecca, al-FuÃayl b. ÝIyÁÃ (d. 187/803)  ىلع محرتي ناك
ايندلا بحب يلتبا نكلو ...يبنلا باحصأ نم ناك ،رابكلا ءاملعلا نم ناك :لوقيو ،ةيواعم “Prayed for mercy 
on MuÝÁwiyah, and said: he was one of the great scholars, a Companion of the 
Prophet... However, he was plagued by loving the world.”121 In Medina, MÁlik b. 
Anas is claimed to have said: نم متش  ًادحأ نم باحصأ يبنلا  ...ابأ ركب وأ رمع وأ نامثع وأ ةيواعم وأ 
ورمع نبا ؛صاعلا نإف لاق :اوناك ىلع للاض وأ رفك ،لُتق نإو مھمتش ريغب اذھ نم ةمتاشم سانلا لكن  ًلااكن 
                                                 
115 For the meaning of the NÁbitah see: Charles Pellat, “Nabita”, in EI2; Edmund Bosworth, al-
MaqrÐzÐ’s “Book of Contention and Strife between the BanÙ Umayya and the BanÙ HÁshim”, 38-40; 
Madelung, Der ImÁm al-QÁsim, 223-27; Watt, The Formative period 40-41,62-63; FahmÐ JadÝÁn, al-
MiÎnah, 77-78; Wadad al-QÁÃÐ, “the Earliest "NÁbita" and the Paradigmatic "NawÁbit"”, 27-61 
116 Pellat mistakenly identifies the NÁbitah in al-JÁÎiÛ’s with the ÍanbalÐs. Apparently, al-JÁÎiÛ meant 
the traditionalists, of whom AÎmad Ibn Íanbal was one, whereas al-JÁÎiÛ had died several decades 
before the term ÍanbalÐ came into use.  
117 ÝUthmÁn b. BaÎr l-JÁÎiÛ, “RisÁlah fÐ al-Nábitah”, 12. دقو تبرأ مھيلع ةتبان انرصع ةعدتبمو ،انرھد اولاقف :لا 
هوبست ]ةيواعم [نإف هل ةبحص .بسو ةيواعم ،ةعدب نمو هضغبي دقف فلاخ ةنسلا . 
118 al-NÁshiÞ al-Akbar (attrib.), MasÁÞil al-imÁmah, 65; A. S. Halkin, “The Íashwiyya”, 4-14. 
119 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 59: 209. 
120 MuÎammad b. al-Íusayn l-ÀjurrÐ, al-SharÐÝah, 3: 520-21; Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 59: 207-8. 
121 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 59: 213. 
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اديدش “Whoever insults one of the Companions of the Prophet … (AbÙ Bakr, ÝUmar, 
ÝUthmÁn, ÝAlÐ, MuÝÁwiyah or ÝAmr b. al-ÝÀÒ) [should be punished]. If he says they 
were wayward or infidels, he [deserves to be] killed. However, if he [only] abuses 
them [in any other way], similar to how people abuse each other, he [deserves] a hard 
retribution.”122  
Presumably, the principal objective for traditionalists was to defend the authority of 
the Sunnah, and this required protecting the reputations of all the Companions, who 
transmitted the Sunnah from the Prophet to the people. AbÙ ZurÝah al-RÁzÐ (d. 
264/878) states that whoever abuses the Companions is an unbeliever (zindÐq) since 
his aim is to cancel the Book and the Sunnah by criticising the Companions, who 
transmitted them to us.123   
MuÝÁwiyah was a Companion; abusing him means abusing the Companions’ position, 
or will lead to abuse of other Companions. Ibn al-MubÁrak points out that ةيواعم اندنع 
،ةنحم نمف هانيأر رظني هيلإ  ًارزش هانمھتا ىلع ،موقلا ينعي ةباحصلا  “MuÝÁwiyah is a point of test 
(miÎnah); whoever looks at him askance, we will accuse him of [criticising] the 
people (i.e., the Companions)”.124  
In the third A.H./ninth century, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal followed these views, and 
defended MuÝÁwiyah’s position. In his defence of MuÝÁwiyah, AÎmad, taking into 
account the high position of the Companions, asserted that no one could reach their 
position of excellence, even ÝUmar b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz.125 AÎmad criticised those who 
refused to acknowledge MuÝÁwiyah as an uncle (khÁl) of the Faithful and a writer of 
the revelation; he was angry and said it was an evil and useless claim, that those 
people should be shunned and boycotted, and that people were to be warned against 
them, unless they repented.126 Furthermore, AÎmad banned a man from eating with 
                                                 
122 ÝIyÁÃ b. MÙsÁ al-SibtÐ, al-ShifÁÞ bi-taÝrÐf ÎuqÙq al-MuÒÔafÁ, 2: 1108. 
123 al-KhaÔÐb al-Baghdadi, al-KifÁyah, 49. اذإ تيأر لجرلا صقتني  ًادحأ نم باحصأ لوسر ﷲ  ...ملعاف هنأ قيدنز ، كلذو 
نأ لوسرلا اندنع قح ، نآرقلاو قح ، امنإو ىدأ نيلإا اذھ نآرقلا ةنسلاو باحصأ لوسر ﷲ ـ ىلص ﷲ هيلع ملسو ـ امنإو نوديري نأ 
اوحرجي اندوھش اولطبيل باتكلا ةنسلاو ، حرجلاو مھب ىلوأ مھو ةقدانز  
124 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 59: 209. This meaning was also narrated from other traditionalists 
such as al-RabÐÝ b. NÁfiÝ and AbÙ Tawbah al-ÍalabÐ. See: Ibid. 
125 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 435-37. 
126 Ibid., 2: 434; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, TabriÞat khÁl al-MuÞminÐn MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn … min 
al-Ûulm wa-al-ÝudwÁn fi muÔÁlabatihi bi-dam AmÐr al-MuÞminÐn ÝUthmÁn, 106-7.   ،ئيدر ءوس لوق اذھ
.سانلل مھرمأ نيبنو نوسلاجي لاو موقلا ءلاؤھ نوبناجي 
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his uncle (khÁl) since the latter frequently criticised MuÝÁwiyah.127 AÎmad banned 
another student from narrating ÎadÐths from someone who had declared that 
MuÝÁwiyah died as a non-Muslim or that he was an infidel.128 Prayers must not to be 
offered behind a man who slanders MuÝÁwiyah.129 AÎmad also was asked لئسو نع لجر 
صقتنا ةيواعم رمعوو نب يبأ ،صاعلا لاقيأ هل ؟يضفار لاقف :هنإ مل ئرتجي امھيلع لاإ هلو ةئيبخ ءوس .ام 
صقتنا  ٌدحأ  ًادحأ نم باحصأ لوسر ﷲ ...لاإ هل ةلخاد ءوس  “If someone derogates (yantaqiÒ) from 
MuÝÁwiyah and ÝAmr b. AbÐ al-ÝÀÒ, can he be called a RÁfiÃÐ?” AÎmad replied, “He 
would not dare unless he had a hidden evil [belief]. No one derogates from a member 
of the Companions of the Messenger of God..., unless he has a hidden evil [belief].”130  
Traditionalists, including AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, regard MuÝÁwiyah as a legitimate caliph 
only after he had made peace with al-Íasan b. ÝAlÐ when the community of Muslims 
reached a consensus on him (as the traditionalists believe), which became known as 
the year of the community (ÝÁm al-JamÁÝah).131  
Even though AÎmad narrated a few incidents showing the generosity and the zuhd of 
MuÝÁwiyah, he did not assert MuÝÁwiyah’s excellence, as other traditionalists did in 
the third A.H./ninth century and afterwards.132 AÎmad’s adherence to MuÝÁwiyah 
seems not to have been greater than his adherence to any of the other Companions. He 
does not prefer MuÝÁwiayh to any other Companion, nor does he guarantee Paradise 
for him. Furthermore, the label “KhÁl al-MuÞminÐn” is not purely for MuÝÁwiyah, but 
includes the brothers of the Prophet’s wives. When AÎmad was asked if he agreed to 
call both MuÝÁwiyah and Ibn ÝUmar “khÁl al-MuÞminÐn”, he answered, “Yes, 
MuÝÁwiyah is a brother of Umm ÍabÐbah Bint AbÐ SufyÁn the wife of the Prophet ... 
and Ibn ÝUmar is a brother of ÍafÒah, the wife of the Prophet”.133  
However, the attitude towards MuÝÁwiyah was a point of dispute. Most of the Muslim 
sects, such as JahmÐs,134 MuÝtazilÐs,135 and of course, ShÐÝÐs and KhÁrijÐs, slander 
                                                 
127 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 448. 
128 Ibid., 2: 447-48. 
129 Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 1: 60. 
130 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 447. 
131 ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAmr al-NaÒrÐ (hereafter: AbÙ ZurÝah al-DimashqÐ), TÁrÐkh AbÐ ZurÝah al-
DimashqÐ, 1: 190. 
132 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 437-45. 
133 Ibid., 2: 433; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, TanzÐh, 107. 
134 al-DÁrimÐ, NaqÃ ÝUthmÁn b. SaÝÐd, 2: 632-34. 
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MuÝÁwiyah and disregard his caliphate, while traditionalists accept his caliphate and 
save his reputation. For this reason, many traditionalists have become greater 
supporters and adherents of MuÝÁwiyah. When the caliph al-MaÞmÙn announced his 
intention to decree a public cursing of MuÝÁwiyah, the people of Baghdad were 
startled (jafal al-nÁs) and his SunnÐ advisor YaÎyÁ b. Aktham warned him that the 
common people and particularly the KhurÁsÁnÐs (that is, the sons of the revolution) 
would not stand for it. The caliph accepted this advice and decided not to announce 
his decree.136 Instead, he ordered a herald to proclaim  وأ ،ريخب ةيواعم ركذ نمم ةمذلا تئرب
ﷲ لوسر باحصأ نم ٍدحأ ىلع هلضف “No protection for anyone who mentions the name of 
MuÝÁwiyah favourably or who prefers him over any one of the Messenger of God’s 
Companions.”137 This means that the commoners of Baghdad supported the doctrine 
of the traditionalists (the NÁbitah in al-JÁÎiÛ) in defending MuÝÁwiyah’s reputation.  
The conflict about MuÝÁwiyah in Baghdad did not end with the advent of al-MaÞmÙn’s 
time; rather, this was when it started. In 321/933, a rumour spread through Baghdad 
that the governor and his vizier planned to curse MuÝÁwiyah on the manÁbir [during 
Friday prayer]. The commoners and the ÍanbalÐs were upset; the authority searched 
for the ÍanbalÐ leader al-BarbaharÐ, but he succeeded in hiding himself from the 
police. However, some of his companions were arrested and exiled to Basra.138 The 
historians of Baghdad have recorded several instances of public disorder when rulers 
attempted to curse MuÝÁwiyah publicly or to write it on the mosques.139 There was 
also the well-known and lengthy history of enmity among the commoners in Baghdad 
between the SunnÐs (mainly ÍanbalÐs) and the ShÐÝÐs. Presumably, therefore, some 
ÍanbalÐs and traditionalists exaggerated the excellence and the importance of 
MuÝÁwiyah. The AndalusÐ MÁlikÐ jurisprudent AbÙ Bakr Ibn al-ÝArabÐ, claimed that 
when he arrived at Baghdad in 489/1096, it was written on its mosques that: “The best 
of the nation after the Prophet of God is AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn, then 
                                                                                                                                            
135 ÝAbd al-RaÎÐm b. al-Íusayn al-KhayyÁÔ, al-IntiÒÁr wa-al-radd ÝalÁ Ibn al-RÁwandÐ al-MulÎid mÁ 
qaÒada bih i min al-kadhib ÝalÁ al-MuslimÐn wa-al-ÔaÝn Ýalayhum, 74 ; Ibn AbÐ al-ÍadÐd, SharÎ nahj al-
BalÁghah, 1: 340.  
136 al-Zubayr Ibn BakkÁr, al-AkhbÁr al-MuwaffaqÐyÁt,  46-7; Ibn AbÐ ÓayfÙr, KitÁb Baghdad, 54. 
137 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 8: 618; translated in Bosworth, The History of al-ÓabarÐ, XXXII: 175. 
138 Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-MuntaÛam, 13: 316-7. 
139 Such as in the years 284/897, 351/962. See: Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-MuntaÛam, 12: 371-72; 14: 140. 
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ÝAlÐ and then MuÝÁwiyah, the uncle (khÁl) of the faithful, may AllÁh be pleased with 
him.”140  
Many other stories illustrate the evaluation of MuÝÁwiyah’s position among ÍanbalÐs. 
The ÍanbalÐ ÝUmar b. IbrÁhÐm al-ÝUkbarÐ (d. 378/988-89) claimed that Paradise was 
guaranteed for MuÝÁwiyah; then he related, on Ibn ÝAbbÁs’s authority, that MuÝÁwiyah 
was similar to MÙsÁ b. ÝImrÁn in being strong and trustworthy. Al-ÝUkbarÐ related this 
view to his ÍanbalÐ teacher Ibn BaÔÔah, and to IbrÁhÐm al-ÍarbÐ, the disciple of 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, and to a traditionalist, MuÎammad b. Sahl Ibn ÝAskar (d. 
251/865).141 but not to AÎmad himself. 
Another ÍanbalÐ, the linguist GhulÁm ThaÝlab (d. 345/956), wrote a juzÞ on 
MuÝÁwiyah’s excellence, and did not allow anyone to study under him until they had 
first studied this book.142 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ also wrote a book, entitled TabriÞat 
khÁl al-MuÞminÐn MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn … min al-Ûulm wa-al-ÝudwÁn fÐ 
muÔÁlabatihi bi-dam AmÐr al-MuÞminÐn ÝUthmÁn [the Acquittal of the uncle of the 
Faithful MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn of injustice and immorality by his demand of the 
blood of the Commander of the Faithful ÝUthmÁn].  
To sum up, AÎmad is reported as defending the reputation of MuÝÁwiyah as he was a 
Companion of the Prophet, and regards him as a legitimate caliph. However, AÎmad 
did not make any assertions regarding MuÝÁwiyah’s excellence or give him more 
importance than any other Companion; nor did he guarantee Paradise for him. Even 
so, some other traditionalists and ÍanbalÐs assert the excellence of MuÝÁwiyah, for 
instance, AbÙ Bakr al-Athram,143 a disciple of AÎmad; al-KhallÁl, and his student 
GhulÁm al-KhallÁl; and AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ. This was not only a ÍanbalÐ creed; 
traditionalists from other schools of law were followers of MuÝÁwiyah, such as al-
ÀjurrÐ144 and al-LÁlkÁÞÐ al-ShÁfiÝÐ.145  
 
                                                 
140 MuÎammad b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn al-ÝArabÐ, al-ÝAwÁÒim min al-qawÁÒim, 362. 
141 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 294-95. 
142 Ibid., 3: 129. 
143 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 437-38. 
144 al-ÀjurrÐ, al-SharÐÝah, 3: 496- 530. 
145 al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ, 8: 1524-36. 
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3.4.2.  YazÐd b. MuÝÁwiyah 
For the early Muslims, the image of YazÐd b. MuÝÁwiyah (YazÐd I) was of someone 
depraved. He was named a deputy of his father without consultation (shÙrÁ) with, or 
the agreement of, the Muslim community. He ruled for three years; in the first year al-
Íusayn and his family were killed in KarbalÁÞ in 61/680. In 63/683, he sent his army 
to fight the people of Medina and after overcoming them gave his army licence to 
pillage the city for three days. He died in 64/683 while his army was besieging Mecca 
after they had burned the KaÝbah. For these reasons, he was hated by the earliest 
Muslims in HijÁz and Iraq.  
Several narratives were reported from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal regarding YazÐd I. None of 
these reports was in favour of him. Rather, they criticised him or were silent about 
him. 
Up to al-KhallÁl’s time, two reports from AÎmad about YazÐd I were known. In the 
first, AÎmad was asked by his student MuhannÁ about YazÐd b. MuÝÁwiyah. AÎmad 
answered,  .لعف ام ةنيدملا يف لعف ْنَم وھ :لاقف .نايفس يبأ نبا ةيواعم نب ديزي نع دمحأ تلأس :لاق انھم نع
 هنع ركُذيف :تلق .اھبھن :لاق ؟لعف امو :تلق .لعفو ...يبنلا باحصأ نم ةنيدملاب لتق :لاق ؟لعف امو :تلق
دحلأ يغبني لاو ،ثيدحلا هنع ركذي لا :لاق ؟ثيدحلا  ًاثيدح هنع بتكي نأ  “He did in MadÐnah what he 
did” MuhannÁ asked, “What did he do?” AÎmad replied, “He killed [some] of the 
Companions of the Prophet … in MadÐnah, and did [something else]”. “What did he 
do?” MuhannÁ asked again. AÎmad answered, “Looted it.” Then MuhannÁ asked, “[Is 
he worth] to report ÎadÐth from?” AÎmad replied, “No ÎadÐth should be related on his 
authority, nor is it meet for anyone to write down hadÐth that come on his 
authority.”146 The same report was also narrated from Ibn Íanbal by AÎmad b. al-
QÁsim.147  
The other report was given by AbÙ ÓÁlib al-MishkÁnÐ, who asked AÎmad his opinion 
about someone who said “God curse YazÐd b. MuÝÁwiyah.” AÎmad refused to give his 
opinion on this matter. AbÙ ÓÁlib insisted, and then AÎmad said  
                                                 
146 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah,  3: 520; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah, 93-94; Ibn AbÐ 
YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 435; ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b, ÝAlÐ Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-Radd ÝalÁ al-mutaÝaÒÒib al-ÝanÐd al-
mÁniÝ min dhammÐ YazÐd, 40. I owe this translation to Christopher Melchert. 
147 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah, 93-94 
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لاق يبنلا" :نعل نمؤملا هلتقك"، لاقو" :ريخ سانلا ينرق مث نيذلا مھنولي "دقو راص ديزي مھيف .لاقو :
"نم هتنعل وأ هتببس اھلعجاف هل ةمحر "ىرأف كاسملإا بحأ .يلإ   
The Prophet said, ‘Cursing a Muslim is similar to killing him’ and he said, 
‘The best of mankind is my generation, then those that come after them’ and 
YazÐd was among them. And [the Prophet] said ‘[O God] whoever I curse or 
abuse, convert it into mercy to him [instead]’ So, being silent [about YazÐd] is 
preferable to me148 
 
Al-KhallÁl claims that the doctrine of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and some outstanding 
Successors, such as Ibn SÐrÐn and al-Íasan al-BaÒrÐ, whom al-KhallÁl follows, is that 
they do not name a person when they curse. However, they have two methods. The 
first is that if they recall a story when a Companion has been murdered, they say, 
“God curses his killer”, such as “God curses the killer of ÝUthmÁn or al-Íusayn”.  
However, if they recall one of the people of fitan (sing. fitnah) such as YazÐd b. 
MuÝÁwiyah and al-ÍajjÁj b. YÙsuf, they say, ةنعل ﷲ ىلع نيملاظلا  “God curses 
oppressors” rather than saying “God curses al-ÍajjÁj” for example.149  
According to al-KhallÁl’s interpretation, even though AÎmad did not like YazÐd I, and 
did not allow people to transmit ÎadÐth from him, he did not curse him by name, but 
generalised.  
This position of generalising a curse and not identifying the cursed man led some 
people to accuse traditionalists (especially the ÍanbalÐs) of being loyal to YazÐd I. 
Therefore, some traditionalists aimed to change this image. The following report 
illustrates this. 
حلاص نب دمحأ نب لبنح لاق ... :تلق يبلأ :نإ  ًاموق اننوبسني ىلا يلوت .ديزي لاقف :اي ينب 
لھو ىلوتي ديزي دحأ نمؤي ،اب ملو نعليلا نم هنعل ﷲ ىلاعت يف ؟هباتك تلقف :يف يأ ؟ةيآ   
لاق :يف هلوق ىلاعت) :مكماحرأ اوعطقتو ضرلأا يف اودسفت نأ متيلوت نإ متيسع لھف (لھف 
نوكي داسف مظعأ نم ؟لتقلا  
ÑÁliÎ b. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal told his father, “Some people attribute to 
us loyalty to YazÐd.” AÎmad replied, “Is there any believer in God 
who is loyal to YazÐd?” Then ÑÁliÎ asked his father, “Why do you not 
curse him?” AÎmad said, “When have you heard me cursing 
anything?” Then AÎmad added, “Why do you do not curse those 
whom God curses in His book?”  ÑÁliÎ asked again, “Where did God 
curse YazÐd in His book?”  AÎmad recalled a QurÞÁnic verse [Would 
ye then, if ye were given the command, work corruption in the land 
                                                 
148 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah,  3: 521; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah,  95-6; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, 
ÓabaqÁt,  2: 435; Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-Radd, 73. 
149 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 3: 522.  
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and sever your ties of kinship? Such are they whom Allah curseth so 
that He deafeneth them and maketh blind their eyes]. AÎmad added, 
“Is severing the ties of kinship worse than killing?”150 
This report provides us with two statements; the first apologises for AÎmad’s not 
having cursed YazÐd I; this was because AÎmad was a very pious man and never 
cursed anything. The second statement gives approval for cursing YazÐd I relying on 
the authority of the QurÞÁn, and AÎmad asking his son why he did not curse whom 
God curses in His book (the pious man should follow God’s doctrine). This paradox 
in the report reveals how a new trend of ÍanbalÐs in the late fourth A.H./tenth century 
attempted to legitimise their enmity towards YazÐd I.151 However, this trend of cursing 
YazÐd I continued among the ÍanbalÐs for about two centuries, and included AbÙ 
YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ,152 Ibn ÝAqÐl,153 and Ibn al-JawzÐ (d. 597/1201); all were 
BaghdadÐs. However, this trend seems to have disappeared among the ÍanbalÐs after 
the time of Ibn al-JawzÐ. Furthermore, the correct position towards YazÐd I was a 
subject of conflict between the ÍanbalÐs in Baghdad at the end of the sixth 
A.H./twelfth century. The famous ÍanbalÐ Ibn al-JawzÐ was asked, in one of his 
popular classes of waÝÛ,154 about YazÐd I: “Does he deserve to be cursed?” Ibn al-
JawzÐ’s answer was, “Being silent is better”. The audience insisted on hearing his 
answer. Ibn al-JawzÐ gave in to their insistence and said,  دمحأ مھنم ،نوعرولا ءاملعلا اھزاجأ
بنح نبال  “[Cursing YazÐd I] was allowed by the scrupulous scholars; AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal is one of them.”155  
ÝAbd al-MughÐth al-ÍarbÐ (d. 583/1187), another ÍanbalÐ in BaghdÁd during that era, 
wrote a book refuting Ibn al-JawzÐ’s statement and defending YazÐd I’s reputation. 
Furthermore, he also insisted on YazÐd I’s excellence and claimed that some people 
                                                 
150 Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-Radd, 41-42. 
151 This report only appears in AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, who claimed to find it written in the 
handwriting of AbÙ ÍafÒ al-ÝUkbarÐ (d. 387/997). 
152 Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-Radd, 42-43. 
153 SibÔ Ibn al-JawzÐ, Tadhkirat al-khawÁÒÒ, 290. George Makdisi was mistaken in his quotation from 
Ibn ÝAqÐl censuring YazÐd I since he confused Ibn ÝAqÐl’s statement with Ibn al-JawzÐ’s. The one who 
criticised YazÐd I in Makdisi’s quotation is Ibn al-JawzÐ, not Ibn ÝAqÐl. See: Makdisi, Ibn ÝAqÐl, 174-75. 
154 For Ibn al-JawzÐ’s waÝÛ see: Bernd Radtke and Clifford John Jansen, “WÁÝiÛ”, in EI2. 
155 Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-Radd, 33-34; and see: SibÔ Ibn al-JawzÐ, Tadhkirat khawÁÒÒ, 287. 
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believed that al-Íusayn was a KhÁrijÐ.156 Ibn al-JawzÐ replied by producing a harsh 
polemical book called al-Radd ÝalÁ al-mutaÝaÒÒib al-ÝanÐd al-mÁniÝ min dhammi YazÐd. 
However, it seems there were three trends among the ÍanbalÐs regarding YazÐd I.157 
The older trend was that of al-KhallÁl and his followers, who did not like YazÐd I, but 
would not curse an identified Muslim even if he was sinner (fÁsiq). The second trend 
included those who hated YazÐd I, regarded him as a sinful and allowed people to 
curse him. The third trend rejected all the reports about YazÐd’s sin, and justified his 
actions. Supporters of this last trend included Ibn al-BannÁÞ (d. 471/1079)158 and ÝAbd 
al-MughÐth al-ÍarbÐ (d. 583/1187), among other ÍanbalÐs.  
The latter two trends continued among the ÍanbalÐs both inside and outside Baghdad. 
In Syria, the famous ÍanbalÐ and the traditionalist ÝAbd al-GhanÐ al-MaqdisÐ (d. 
600/1203) issued a fatwÁ regarding YazÐd I, declaring that 
 امأو .رمع نبا مھنم ،...ﷲ لوسر باحصأ نم نوتس هعياب :ءاملعلا ضعب لاقو :لاق .ةحيحص هتفلاخ
 لوسر اوبحص نيذلا ةباحصلا نم سيل هنلأ ؛كلذ همزلي لاف هبحي مل نمو ،هيلع ركني لاف هبحأ نمف :هتبحم
ث سيلو مھبحصل ًاماركإ مھتبحم مزتليف ،... ﷲ كلملا دبعك ،نيعباتلا ءافلخ نم هريغ نع هب زاتمي رمأ ﱠم
ةنتفلا بابل ًاّدسو ،هيبأ ىلإ قلستلا نم ًافوخ ؛هيف عوقولل ضرعتلا نم عنمي امنإو .هينبو. 
His caliphate is legitimate; some scholars said, “Sixty Companions paid him 
their allegiance; among them was Ibn ÝUmar”. However, regarding the matter 
of loving him: loving him is not forbidden. And who does not love him? It was 
not compulsory, because he is not a Companion of God’s Messenger, who has 
to be loved... and there is nothing in him to distinguish him from other 
Successor caliphs, such as ÝAbd al-Malik b. MarwÁn. However, it is forbidden 
to criticise him since that may lead one to [criticise] his father, and to close the 
door of the fitnah.159 
It is clear from this fatwÁ that al-MaqdisÐ prohibited attacking YazÐd I, not because of 
his excellence but to defend his father’s position as a Companion of the Prophet and 
to close the door of fitnah. This fatwÁ was issued on the basis of the well-known 
ÍanbalÐ principle saddu al-dharÁÞiÝ (blocking the means). 
                                                 
156 It seems that counting al-Íusayn as being wrong and a KhÁrijÐ in his rebellion against YazÐd I was a 
common belief among the ordinary people in Baghdad. See: Ibn al-JawzÐ, al-Radd, 86-87. For al-
ÍarbÐ’s conflicts with Ibn al-JawzÐ see Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ, Dhayl ÓabaqÁt al-ÍanÁbilah, 2: 348-51. 
157 The ÍanbalÐ Rizq AllÁh b. ÝAbd al-WahhÁb al-TamÐmÐ (d. 488/1095) noted these different views 
among the ÍanbalÐs. See: Rizq AllÁh b. ÝAbd al-WahhÁb al-TamÐmÐ, “ÝAqÐdat al-imÁm al-Mubajjal 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal”, 2: 273. 
158 Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ, Dhayl, 2: 349. 
159Ibid., 3: 55. 
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Ibn TaymÐyah rejected most of what YazÐd I was accused of. For example, he claimed 
that YazÐd I did not seek to kill al-Íusayn b. ÝAlÐ; rather his aim was to honour and 
venerate al-Íusayn,160 and that he was angry and sad after al-Íusayn’s death.161 
However, Ibn TaymÐyah concluded that YazÐd I was neither a saint nor an infidel; he 
was a Muslim and while he may have been a fÁsiq (sinner), cursing an identified fÁsiq 
Muslim is forbidden.162 On the other hand, the disagreement about cursing YazÐd I 
can be found among other SunnÐ schools of law as well.163 This means that there is no 
orthodox SunnÐ belief regarding the correct attitude towards YazÐd I.  
There are likely to be three motives behind those who defend YazÐd I. The first is that 
abusing YazÐd I may lead to abusing his father; therefore, it is forbidden. This motive 
can be found in ÝAbd al-GhanÐ al-MaqdisÐ’s fatwÁ and in al-ÍarbÐ’s book. The second 
is that the dispute with the ShÐÝÐs has led to defending YazÐd I in order to prove the 
correctness and purity of Sunnism. The third is that YazÐd I was a caliph, and the 
orthodox SunnÐ decided not to abuse the rulers. Again, this motive can be found in al-
ÍarbÐ’s book. In addition, there is an interesting story relating to al-ÍarbÐ with regard 
to this matter. It was that said after al-ÍarbÐ had written his book to defend YazÐd I, 
the ÝAbbÁsid caliph at that era, al-NÁÒir (r. 575-622/1180-225), met with him and 
asked him, هنأ ناك اًموي يف ةرايز ربق ماملإا دمحأ - ينعي خيشلا دبع ثيغملا - نأو ةفيلخلا ،رصانلا هافاو يف 
كلذ مويلا دنع بقر ماملإا ،دمحأ لاقف هل :تنأ دبع ثيغملا يذلا فنص بقانم ديزي .لاقف :ذاعم ﷲ نأ لوقأ :نإ هل 
،بقانم نكلو نم يبھذم :نأ يذلا وھ ةفيلخ نيملسملا اذإ أرط هيلع قسف لا بجوي هعلخ .لاقف :تنسحأ اي يلبنح  
“Are you ÝAbd al-MuÝghÐth [al-ÍarbÐ] who wrote a book on YazÐd’s excellence?” Al-
ÍarbÐ replied “God forbids seeing any excellence in him. But my madhhab is that if 
the caliph became a fÁsiq, he did not have to be deposed.” The caliph liked his answer 
and said, “O ÍanbalÐ, you did excellently.”164    
In another version of the story, his answer was that his aim was only to prevent the 
tongues from cursing the caliphs. Yet, if we examine this, the caliph at the time (i.e., 
al-NÁÒir himself) deserved the curse more than did YazÐd. 165 This story, despite the 
                                                 
160 Ibn TaymÐyah, MinhÁj, 4: 557-59. 
161 Ibid. 
162 Ibid. 
163 For some of their fatÁwÁ  see: Ibn ÓÙlÙn, Qayd al-sharÐd fÐ akhbÁr YazÐd, 113-30. 
164 Ibn Rajab al-ÍanbalÐ, Dhayl, 2: 350. 
165 Ibn TaymÐyah, MinhÁj, 4: 574-75. دقو ليق نإ ةفيلخلا رصانلا امل هغلب ىھن خيشلا دبع ثيغملا نع كلذ هدصق هلأسو نع 
،كلذ فرعو دبع ثيغملا هنأ ةفيلخلا ملو رھظي هنأ ،هملعي :لاقف اي اذھ انأ يدصق فك ةنسلأ سانلا نع ةنعل ءافلخ نيملسملا ،مھتلاوو 
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question of its credibility, illustrates the change in the image of the later caliphs and 
rulers from being the best of the Muslims (al-afÃal) to being fÁsiq. In this case, the 
defence of YazÐd I can be understood as a defence of the current caliph because both 
are fussÁq; those who allowed YazÐd I to be cursed for his sin will curse their caliph 
for the same reason. In other words, the defence of YazÐd I reflects the defence of the 
caliphs.  
                                                                                                                                            
لاإو انحتف ولف اذھ بابلا ناكل ةفيلخ انتقو قحأ نعللاب هنإف لعفي  ًارومأ ةركنم مظعأ امم هلعف ،ديزي نإف اذھ لعفي اذك لعفيو ،اذك لعجو 
ددعي ملاظم ةفيلخلا ىتح :لاق هل عدا يل اي .خيش .بھذو  
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Chapter IV 
The ImÁmah 
 
4.1. Introduction 
In Baghdad during the late second and early third A.H./early ninth century, 
theologians discussed the question of the necessity of rulership. Some MuÝtazilÐs such 
as al-AÒamm (d. 200-1/816-17) and al-NaÛÛÁm (d. between 220-30/835-45) doubted 
the necessity of the imÁmah, and argued as to whether or not it was an option for 
Muslims to appoint a leader (imÁm, caliph).1 Van Ess relates this idea to the time of 
civil war between al-AmÐn and his brother al-MaÞmÙn. After al-AmÐn was killed in 
198/813, Baghdad descended into chaos for a few years until the arrival of the new 
caliph in the city in 204/819. During this era of chaos, according to Van Ess, the 
MuÝtazilÐ theologians formulated the idea that “the community does not need a 
sovereign, an imÁm, except in case of emergency, for instance, during a war”,2 a claim 
that is difficult to prove; indeed, Van Ess is aware of some of the problems involved.3 
His statement can be challenged on both historical and geographical grounds, since 
this idea was acknowledged outside Baghdad; for example, in Basra where HishÁm al-
FuwaÔÐ (d. 210/825) and his student ÝAbbÁd b. SulaymÁn (d. 260/874), the Basran 
MuÝtazilÐs, held the same belief.4 The NajdÁt (a sect of the KhÁrijÐs) also denied the 
obligatory nature of the Imamate in 73/692, long before the time of the civil war 
between al-AmÐn and al-MaÞmÙn.5 
Therefore, it is necessary to note that Van Ess overlooked the distinction between a 
person (i.e., the imÁm) and the institution (i.e., the government) in his argument. 
Nonetheless, the question of the necessity of the imÁmah in early Muslim times went 
                                                 
1 Al-NÁshiÞ (Attrib.), MasÁÞil al-imÁmah, 49-50; Van Ess, “Political ideas in early Islamic religious 
thought”,159-61; Patricia Crone, “Ninth-Century Muslim Anarchists”. 
2 Van Ess, “Political ideas”, 160. 
3 Ibid. 
4. Crone, God’s rule, 66-67; idem, “Ninth-Century Muslim Anarchists”, 3. 
5 Crone, “a Statement by the Najdiyya KhÁrijites on the dispensability of the Imamate”, 3-4. 
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along with the need for a leader rather than the necessity of a state or a government, as 
Crone correctly observes.6 This facilitates an improved understanding of the debate 
concerning the necessity of the imÁmah during the first two centuries of Islam. 
However, the impact of the civil war and associated chaos on both MuÝtazilÐs and 
Traditionalists, including AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, cannot be ignored as it had an impact on 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and affected his political theology, as is discussed in the next 
chapter of this study. 
Interestingly, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal did not discuss the question of the necessity of the 
imÁm probably because it was a hypothetical issue.7 In reality, there has always been 
an imÁm, or an individual who claims himself to be an imÁm; therefore, the most 
pertinent question for AÎmad concerns the legitimacy of the imÁm, in addition to the 
necessary requirements that he must possess. AÎmad understood the necessity of the 
community to an imÁm because his absence constituted fitnah. He stated to one of his 
students that سانلا رمأب موقي مامإ نكي مل اذإ ةنتفلا “The fitnah is when there is no imÁm who 
stands up for the affairs of the people.”8 Therefore, the imÁm was required for 
temporal issues, not for religious duties also as the ShÐÝÐs believed. AÎmad approved 
of practising the Friday prayer without an imÁm during the time of a fitnah.9 Although 
he recognised the tradition that ةيلھاج ةتيم تام ةعيب هقنع يف سيلو تام نم “One who dies 
without having sworn an oath will die the death of one who died in the days of 
ignorance”, AÎmad did not take this tradition to require that there be an imÁm, but 
rather as meaning that allegiance had to be paid to the imÁm.10 It appears that, unlike 
the later ÍanbalÐs11 and the rest of the SunnÐs, AÎmad’s thinking was based on reason 
rather than revelation in order to approve the necessity of rulership. Nevertheless, his 
position is different from the ShÐÝÐs and the BaghdadÐ MuÝtazilÐs who believe that the 
                                                 
6 Crone, God’s rule, 3. 
7 Evidently, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and other traditionalists do not like hypothetical legal questions. They 
criticise rationalists for discussing legal issues that have not yet happened. For the traditionalists’ 
position see: YÙsuf b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, JÁmiÝ bayÁn al-Ýilm wa-faÃlih wa-mÁ yanbaghÐ min 
riwÁyatihi wa-Îamlih, 2: 1037-86; AÎmad b. ÝAlÐ al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, al-FaqÐh wa-al-mutafaqqih, 2: 
11-35. 
8 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 81; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-AÎkÁm al-sulÔÁnÐyah, 19. In another report 
from AÎmad he said سملل دب لا؟سانلا قوقح بھذتأ ،مكاح نم نيمل  “There must be a ÎÁkim for the Muslims, 
[otherwise] people will lose their rights” . (AbÙ YaÝlÁ, al-AÎkÁm, 24).  Here the term ÎÁkim means 
judge, not ruler. 
9 AbÙ YaÝlÁ, al-AÎkÁm, 22. 
10 Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 2: 185; Al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 81; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-AÎkÁm, 23 
11 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-AÎkÁm, 19; AÎmad b. ÝAbd al-ÍalÐm Ibn TaymÐyah, al-Íusbah, 7-11. 
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imamate was compelled by reason (wÁjib bi-al-Ýaql).12 AÎmad mentions only social 
necessity towards rulers, rather than their religious needs. At that time the social needs 
related to rulership were also well known to MuÝtazilÐs in Baghdad,13 and probably to 
other sects as well. 
The following section examines AÎmad’s opinion on the legitimacy of the imÁm, the 
characteristics he must possess, and the requirements he must meet. 
4.2. Determining the legitimacy of the imÁm  
This question constitutes a significant point of disagreement among all Muslim sects. 
With regard to the legitimacy of the imÁm, early SunnÐs did not derive their method 
from the QurÞÁn or the Sunnah, this question having been answered for them through 
the practice of the Companions. This means they had accommodated the history of the 
early period of Islam and from it had derived their theory with regard to the Caliphate. 
For the SunnÐs, who were wider than Traditionalists, there were some methods for the 
caliph to be legitimate.  
4.2.1 Designation (al-NaÒÒ) 
 
NaÒÒ is when the caliph was chosen by God or the Prophet, and this was declared in 
the QurÞÁn or in the Sunnah. For ImÁmÐs, naÒÒ was the only method of designating the 
imÁms,14 which was different from the SunnÐs who did not believe in designation in 
order to recognise the imÁms. Apart from the ÍanbalÐs, the question of whether AbÙ 
Bakr was designated, implicitly or explicitly, by the Prophet to be his deputy or 
whether he was chosen by the Companions, was discussed by a small number of 
SunnÐs only.15 Most SunnÐ theologians have stated that AbÙ Bakr was chosen by the 
Companions and that the Prophet neither appointed, nor even mentioned who was to 
                                                 
12 ÝAbd al-JabbÁr, SharÎ al-uÒÙl al-khamsah, 758-59; idem, al-MughnÐ fÐ AbwÁb al-Ýadl wa-altawÎÐd, 
20/1: 16-197; MaÎmÙd b. MuÎammad Ibn al-MalÁÎimÐ, al-FÁÞiq fÐ uÒÙl al-dÐn, 548-51. 
13 Ibn AbÐ al-ÍadÐd, SharÎ Nahj al-balÁghah, 2: 308. 
14 For the Twelvers see: al-Íasan b. YÙsuf al-ÍillÐ, ManÁhij al-yaqÐn fÐ uÒÙl al-dÐn, 452-53; and for the 
IsmÁÝÐlÐs see: AÎmad ÍamÐd al-DÐn al-KirmÁnÐ, al-MaÒÁbÐÎ fÐ ithbÁt al-imÁmah, 51-53. 
15 For the ÍanbalÐs see the next two footnotes (fns. 16 and 17). For other SunnÐs , see: al-AshÝarÐ, 
MaqÁlÁt, 455-56; AÎmad b. ÝAlÐ Ibn Íazm, al-FiÒal fÐ al-milal wa-al-ahwÁÞ wa-al-niÎal, 4: 176-79;  
AÎmad b. MuÎammad Ibn Íajar al-HaytamÐ, al-ÑawÁÝiq al-muÎriqah fi al-radd ÝalÁ ahl al-bidaÝ wa-al-
zandaqah, 26-29. 
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be, his successor. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal supports the view that AbÙ Bakr’s resignation 
was approved through an implicit naÒÒ. According to some reports AÎmad applied 
two texts at the same time in order to prove his idea. The first text stated that the 
Prophet on his deathbed had ordered the Muslims of Medina to pray behind AbÙ Bakr 
instead of the Prophet who was unable to lead the prayers. According to the second 
text the Prophet said ﷲ باتكل مھؤأرقأ موقلا مؤي “Lead the people [in prayers] is the greater 
memorising of the QurÞÁnic verses”, while AbÙ Bakr had not memorised as many 
QurÞÁnic verses as other Companions. Hence the Prophet meant the imamate (al-
khilÁfah).16 AÎmad was aware that the textual evidence was absent from the al-
SaqÐfah event; nevertheless, this evidence was probably used by AÎmad to refute the 
ShÐÝÐs who had disregarded AbÙ Bakr’s caliphate.  
Later, the ÍanbalÐs divided into two groups according to the principles enshrined in 
the establishment of AbÙ Bakr’s caliphate, the first of these being that the caliphate 
was established through an implicit text. The second, which was the view of most of 
the ÍanbalÐs, such as AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ and Ibn al-ZÁghÙnÐ, is that AbÙ Bakr’s 
allegiance was through the election of the Muslim community (i.e., the 
Companions).17 Ibn ÍÁmid al-ÍanbalÐ regarded the latest opinion as a riwÁyah 
(narrative) from AÎmad; however, it is more likely to have been a takhrÐj on AÎmad’s 
madhhab rather than his own opinion.18  
Ibn TaymÐyah arrived at the conclusion that AÎmad’s words (kalÁmu AÎmad) 
indicated that the Prophet had informed the Companions with agreement and 
satisfaction about AbÙ Bakr’s caliphate and ordered them to obey him, so that the 
Prophet had guided them (arshadahum) to pay him allegiance. However, Ibn 
TaymÐyah added that AbÙ Bakr’s caliphate was validated by the Companions’ 
                                                 
16 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 301-3, AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah, 88-89. 
17 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MuÝtamad fÐ uÒÙl al-dÐn, 226-28, Idem, al-MasÁÞil al-ÝaqadÐyah, 88-93, Ibn 
al-ZÁghÙnÐ, al-IÃÁÎ fÐ uÒÙl al-dÐn, 489-92; Ibn TaymÐyah, MinhÁj al-Sunnah, 1: 488-93. 
18 One of thetakhrÐj meanings that was applied by later jurisprudents is when they use the principles of 
the eponymous schools to attribute to an eponym what the jurisprudents believe by applying these 
principles, even though the eponym did not say it. For the role in takhrÐj in Islamic law, see: Wael 
Hallaq, “TakhrÐj and the Construction of Juristic Authority’, 317-35. For the takhrÐj in ÍanbalÐ school 
see: Ibn ÍÁmid, TahdhÐb, 36- 44; AbÙ Zayd, al-Madkhal, 1: 265-86, Melchert, “Comment on Saud al-
Sarhan”, 6-7. 
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agreeing on his person and to pay allegiance to him.19 It is clear that this was Ibn 
TaymÐyah’s opinion rather than that of AÎmad himself. 
4.2.2. Election (ikhtiyÁr) 
 
Election as a method for selection of caliphs and the related shÙrÁ institution was 
associated with ÝUmar Ibn al-KhaÔÔÁb.20 ÝUmar was aware that there were some people 
who had ambitions to rule after him, and in consequence, there would possibly be 
fierce competition among them that would threaten the unity of the Muslim 
community (the jamÁÝah). In addition, he was aware of the significant precedent of 
AbÙ Bakr’s sudden election (faltah), which means it had been done in hurry without 
consulting with some important figures among the Companions, such as ÝAlÐ, al-
Zubayr and the BanÙ HÁshim. Therefore, ÝUmar was concerned that someone would 
appropriate the allegiance and proclaim himself a caliph immediately after his death, 
which would ignite a civil war amongst Muslims. In his last pilgrimage, about three 
weeks before he was assassinated, a man came to him and said:  
ف كل لھ نينمؤملا ريمأ اي لاقف مويلا نينمؤملا ريمأ ىتأ لاجر تيأر وللوقي نلاف ي:  رمع تام دق ول
 ًانلاف تعياب دقل، تمتف ةتلف لاإ ركب يبأ ةعيب تناك ام ﷲوف.  مئاقل ﷲ ءاش نإ ينإ :لاق مث رمع بضغف
مھرومأ مھوبصغي نأ نوديري نيذلا ءلاؤھ مھرذحمف سانلا يف ةيشعلا 
O commander of the Faithful! What do you think about so-and-so who says, 
‘If ÝUmar should die, I will give the pledge of allegiance to such-and-such 
person, since, by AllÁh, the pledge of allegiance to AbÙ Bakr was nothing 
but coup which got established afterwards.’ ÝUmar became angry and then 
said, ‘AllÁh willing, I will stand before the people tonight and warn them 
against those people who want to deprive the others of their rights [of 
choosing their rulers]21  
However, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAwf advised him to wait until he returned to Medina, 
and ÝUmar obeyed. In a Friday prayer in Medina ÝUmar stated:  
 تناك امنإ :لوقي نأ ؤرما نرتغي لاف ،ًانلاف تعياب رمع تام دق ول ﷲو :لوقي مكنم ًلائاق نأ ينغلب هنإ
 قانعلأا عطقت نم مكنم سيلو ،اھرش ىقو ﷲ نكلو كلذك تناك دق اھنإو لاأ .تمتو ةتلف ركب يبأ ةعيب
 ًلاجر عياب نم .ركب يبأ لثم هيلإ نع  نأ ةرغت هعياب يذلا لاو وھ ،عيابي لاف نيملسملا نم ةروشم ريغ
لاتقي 
I have been informed that a speaker amongst you says, 'By God, if ÝUmar 
should die, I will give the pledge of allegiance to such-and-such person.’ 
One should not deceive oneself by saying that the pledge of allegiance given 
                                                 
19 Ibn TaymÐyah, FatÁwÁ, 35: 48; Idem, MinhÁj al-Sunnah, 1: 524. 
20 Crone, “ShÙrÁ as an elective institution”, 3. 
21 al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-ÎudÙd, BÁb rajm al-ÎublÁ idhÁ uÎÒinat, no. 6830. 
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to AbÙ Bakr was a coup which got established afterwards. No doubt, it was 
like that, but God saved [the people] from its evil, and there is none among 
you who has the qualities of AbÙ Bakr. Remember that whoever gives the 
pledge of allegiance to anybody among you without consulting the other 
Muslims, neither that person, nor the person to whom the pledge of 
allegiance was given, are to be supported, They both should be killed.22 
On his deathbed, ÝUmar named six Companions, all of whom were from the tribe of 
the Quraysh, to choose a caliph from among themselves. The candidates for this 
council, which was known as shÙrÁ, were chiefs and leading men who were ambitious 
to succeed ÝUmar, which would possibly lead to armed conflict among themselves.23 
They were ÝUthmÁn b. ÝAffÁn, ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAwf, al-Zubayr 
b. al-ÝAwwÁm, ÓalÎah b. ÝUbayd AllÁh and SaÝd Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ. After three days of 
negotiations, ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝAwf stepped back and acted as sole elector. In the 
first round of consultations Ibn ÝAwf succeeded in convincing ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr and 
SaÝd Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ. ÓalÎah duly stepped down in favour of ÝUthmÁn, al-Zubayr in 
favour of ÝAlÐ, and SaÝd Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ stepped down in favour of Ibn ÝAwf himself, 
who was not eligible; therefore ÝAlÐ and ÝUthmÁn were the only candidates. Ibn ÝAwf 
consulted the MuhÁjirÙn, the AnÒÁr and the rational people (dhawÐ al-raÞy) in 
Medina,24 as well as the commanders and the leaders of people who happened to be in 
Medina at that time.25 Subsequently, Ibn ÝAwf was able to announce his decision to 
elect ÝUthmÁn as the new caliph.26   
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal regards ÝUthmÁn’s allegiance as the most legitimate, assured and 
accurate (aÒaÎÎ, awthaq, awkad) amongst all the other caliphs.27 According to AÎmad, 
the perfection of ÝUthmÁn’s allegiance emanated from the consensus involved.28 In all 
probability, AÎmad is referring to the fact that allegiance was paid to ÝUthmÁn after 
consultations among the shÙrÁ council and with other Companions. Subsequently, a 
consensus emerged with regard to ÝUthmÁn, as Ahmad narrated from Ibn MasÝÙd  انإ
                                                 
22 Ibid. 
23 ÝAbd al-RazzÁq al-ÑanÝÁnÐ, al-MuÒannaf, 5: 480-81. ÝUmar was reported to have said to these six 
individuals .مكيف وھف قاقش نكي نإف ،ًاقاقش مھدنع َرأ ملف سانلا رمأ يف ُترظن ينإ . See: Patricia Crone, “ShÙrÁ”, 5; 
idem, God’s rule, 19. 
24 Ibid., 5: 582.  لاق روسملا :امف تيأر لثم دبع ،نمحرلا ﷲو ام كرت  ًادحأ نم نيرجاھملا ،راصنلأاو لاو مھريغ نم يوذ يأرلا 
لاإ ھراشتسام  
25 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 4: 231. رادو دبع نمحرلا هيلايل ىقلي باحصأ لوسر ،ﷲ ...، نمو ىفاو ةنيدملا نم ءارمأ دانجلأا 
فارشأو سانلا رواشيمھ  
26 Crone, “ShÙrÁ”, 4-8. 
27 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 2: 320-21. 
28 Ibid. 
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 انعمتجا– َباحصأ دمحم- نافع نب نامثع انيلع انر ﱠمأف ...  “We, the Companions of MuÎammad…, 
have met and reached a consensus on ÝUthmÁn Ibn ÝAffÁn and chosen him as an 
AmÐr”.29  
As demonstrated above, AÎmad considered the shÙrÁ the most legitimate, accurate 
and assured method of selecting caliphs. However, he did not make the decision to 
discuss its form and content. To the author’s knowledge, no report exists that 
originates from AÎmad regarding the workings of the shÙrÁ council, in addition to the 
requirements demanded of candidates, similar to those found in the SunnÐ texts in the 
fifth A.H./eleventh century and afterward.30 In all probability, this is because the 
shÙrÁ as a method of selecting caliphs died out immediately after ÝUthmÁn’s murder. 
Since that time, the idea of shÙrÁ has been the stance of opponents, dissidents and 
rebels,31 in addition to being discussed theoretically in the kalÁm books.  
On the other hand, those in charge have always found an excuse to reject this stance. 
ÓalÎah and al-Zubayr rejected ÝAlÐ’s caliphate because it emerged without consent or 
consultation, and demanded the making of the caliphate shÙrÁ among Muslims.32 ÝAlÐ 
did not listen to their call, and they were killed after the Battle of the Camel in 36/656. 
MuÝÁwiyah also called for the shÙrÁ in his conflict with ÝAlÐ, but ÝAlÐ rejected 
MuÝÁwiyah’s right to shÙrÁ because ÝAlÐ had received allegiance from the same people 
and with the same conditions according to which AbÙ Bakr, ÝUmar and ÝUthmÁn had 
become caliphs. However, ÝAlÐ added that shÙrÁ constituted a sole right for the 
MuhÁjirÙn and the AnÒÁr, MuÝÁwiyah being neither a muhÁjir nor anÒÁrÐ,33 when the 
MuhÁjirÙn and the AnÒÁr agreed on a candidate, naming and designating him an imÁm 
that was acceptable to God.34 Subsequently, when al-Íasan b. ÝAlÐ concluded his 
peace treaty with MuÝÁwiyah, one of the treaty conditions was that MuÝÁwiyah would 
not be entitled to appoint his successor, but that the succession should instead be left 
                                                 
29 ÝAbd AllÁh, FaÃÁÞil al-ÑaÎÁbah, 1: 363. 
30 ÝAlÐ b. MuÎammad al-MÁwardÐ, al-AÎkÁm al-SulÔÁnÐyah, 4, 6; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ al-AÎkÁm, 19;  
ÝAbd al-Malik b. ÝAbd AllÁh al-JuwaynÐ, GhiyÁth al-umam fÐ iltiyÁth al-Ûulam, 46-59.  
31 C. Edmund Bosworth, “ShÙrÁ”, in EI2. 
32 AÎmad b. YaÎyÁ al-BalÁdhurÐ, AnsÁb al-AshrÁf, 2: 223-26. 
33 Crone argues that MuÝÁwiyah was a muhÁjir  thus: “this looks like an argument meant for use against 
KhÁrijites rather than him” (Crone, “ShÙrÁ”, 16 fn.59). However, MuÝÁwiyah was not a muhÁjir since 
he converted to Islam after the Íudaybiyah treaty, and in the same letter ÝAlÐ is claimed to have said, 
ىروشلا مھيف ضرعت لاو ،ةفلاخلا مھل لحت لا نيذلا ءاقلطلا نم كنأ ملعاو “You know, you are from the ÓulaqÁÞ [i.e., the 
people of Quraysh who converted to Islam after the conquest of Mecca] who are not eligible for the 
caliphate and not included in the shÙrÁ.”   
34 NaÒr b. MuzÁÎim  al-MinqarÐ, WaqÝat ÑiffÐn, 29-30, 63, 82. 
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to the shÙrÁ.35 MuÝÁwiyah agreed with this condition, although he subsequently, and 
predictably, did not adhere to its conditions and appointed his son YazÐd I as his 
successor. This move was objected to by some Companions who called for the shÙrÁ; 
these included Ibn al-Zubayr and ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. AbÐ Bakr. Nevertheless, YazÐd I 
became the next caliph.   
However, the Umayyads revoked the shÙrÁ and established their own dynastic 
succession. The Umayyad ideology disregarded the shÙrÁ based on the notion that the 
people (the MuhÁjirÙn and AnÒÁr) had lost their rights, both to shÙrÁ and to selecting 
the caliph, since they had abandoned ÝUthmÁn to his fate without coming to his 
assistance. The poet ÝAbd AllÁh b. HammÁm al-SalÙlÐ (d. 72/691-92) encouraged 
YazÐd I to appoint his son MuÝÁwiyah II as his successor. But, what should the caliph 
tell those individuals who called for the shÙrÁ? Al-SalÙlÐ stated that they lost their 
right of the shÙrÁ since they did not support ÝUthmÁn and let him be killed. Al-SalÙlÐ 
said: 
لاو نمل كلاس ىروشلا لاإ *** ًةلءاسم  ٍبرضب  ٍنعطو  ٍبئاص  ٍمذخ 
ّىنأ نوكت مھل ىروش دقو ،نامثع *** اولتق اوحض هب يف رھشلأا مرحلا  
There is no answer for those who asking for the shÙrÁ, 
but a sharp stabbing and a precise arrow 
What right they have to a shÙrÁ when they already 
killed ÝUthmÁn, sacrificed him in the holy months36 
 
Patricia Crone lists thirteen examples of calling for the shÙrÁ in the period following 
ÝUthmÁn’s murder and leading up to the ÝAbbÁsÐd revolution (from 35/656 to 
132/700). During this century, the shÙrÁ had been a rallying point for rebels, 
opponents and dissidents; only MuÝÁwiyah II refused to appoint a successor and 
allowed people to determine the succession for themselves. However, the 
ikhtiyÁr/shÙrÁ remained the formal process of the KhÁrijÐs for electing their leader.37 
In summary, during AÎmad’s time the shÙrÁ was consigned to history, having had no 
impact or effect in real political institutions. The normal way, at that time, of 
appointing caliphs was wilÁyat al-Ýahd. 
                                                 
35 AÎmad b. YaÎyÁ  al-BalÁdhurÐ, AnsÁb al-AshrÁf,  3: 286-88; AÎmad Ibn AÝtham al-KÙfÐ, al-FutÙÎ, 4: 
159-60; Ibn AbÐ al-ÍadÐd, SharÎ Nahj al-balÁghah, 1: 248 ; Madelung, The Succession, 323.  
36 MuÎammad b. SallÁm al-JumaÎÐ, ÓabaqÁt fuÎÙl al-shuÝarÁÞ, 2: 630-31. 
37 Crone, “ShÙrÁ”, 9-14. 
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4.2.3. The previous imÁm’s designation (WilÁyat al-Ýahd) 
This process is also known as al-Ýahd and al-naÒÒ, when a caliph names another 
individual as his successor. The first example was AbÙ Bakr who designated ÝUmar as 
caliph after his death. Another example was when MuÝÁwiyah designated his son 
YazÐd I as his successor. MuÝÁwiyah and his followers relied on the precedent of AbÙ 
Bakr when he chose ÝUmar as his successor. The opposition rejected this comparison 
and condemned this method for being non-Islamic. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. AbÐ Bakr 
described it as being Khosrauvian (kisrawÐyah) after the Sassanid King of Persia, or 
Heracliusian (after Heraclius the Roman (Byzantine) emperor, often referred to in 
early Arabic literature).38 When Khosrau or Heraclius died he was succeeded by other 
Khosrau and Heraclius. The most dangerous opposition against MuÝÁwiyah’s decision 
originated from four individuals, all of whom were from the Quraysh. Three were 
sons of previous caliphs and the fourth was a son of a member of the shÙrÁ council. 
They were ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. AbÐ Bakr, ÝAbd AllÁh b. ÝUmar, al-Íusayn b. ÝAlÐ and 
ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-Zubayr.39   
A story was told that MuÝÁwiyah invited these four people40 to convince them to pay 
allegiance to his son, YazÐd I, after his death. MuÝÁwiyah’s arguments with these four 
individuals, even though they may not be authentic, show how four trends dealt with 
appointing YazÐd I as successor to his father. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. AbÐ Bakr rejected the 
decision and called for the shÙrÁ.41 Al-Íusayn b. ÝAlÐ relied on his family’s relation to 
the Prophet to prove his eligibility as caliph, as the descendant of the Prophet through 
his daughter FÁÔimah. Although Ibn ÝUmar did not agree with YazÐd I and the policy 
of MuÝÁwiyah, he insisted that he would observe the jamÁÝah and would not spilt the 
community. The most interesting story was Ibn al-Zubayr’s argument with 
MuÝÁwiyah. It was claimed that MuÝÁwiyah used the precedents of the Prophet, AbÙ 
Bakr and ÝUmar against MuÝÁwiyah’s decision. According to Ibn al-Zubayr, the 
                                                 
38 (AbÙ al-Faraj) ÝAlÐ b. Al-Íusayn al-AÒfahÁnÐ, al-AghÁnÐ, 16: 90; YÙsuf b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn ÝAbd al-
Barr, al-IstÐÝÁb fÐ maÝrifat al-AÒÎÁb, 466. 
39 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh,. 5: 322-23. 
40 Some reports added ÝAbd AllÁh b. ÝAbbÁs, to make them five; but most probably his name was not 
inserted as he was not mentioned in the story afterwards.   
41 ÝAbd AllÁh b. Muslim Ibn Qutaybah (Attrib.), al-ImÁmah wa-al-siyÁsah, 1: 295. 
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Prophet did not designate the next caliph and allowed the people to select an 
appropriate individual themselves according to the book of God. Accordingly, the 
people chose AbÙ Bakr. Subsequently, AbÙ Bakr named his successor, but he was not 
his own son or even a close relative; instead, he chose the best of the community. 
When ÝUmar was on his deathbed, he selected six people to elect the caliph from 
among themselves, but he did not include his son. Therefore, Ibn al-Zubayr asked 
MuÝÁwiyah to follow one of these methods, emphasising that he must not designate 
his son as his successor.42   
The most noteworthy points in this argument are the differences between AbÙ Bakr 
and MuÝÁwiyah: firstly, AbÙ Bakr named ÝUmar on his death bed, but MuÝÁwiyah 
named YazÐd I long before his death. Secondly, ÝUmar was not a close relative of AbÙ 
Bakr, while YazÐd I was MuÝÁwiyah’s son. The last point concerns the character of the 
successor. ÝUmar was an outstanding person in the Muslim community of his era, but 
the propriety of YazÐd I was in doubt. In other words, the questions surrounding 
ÝUmar relate to whether he was the best amongst equals, but in the case of YazÐd I the 
question was the validity of a sinner’s rule (fÁsiq). The example of YazÐd I’s 
appointment was replicated in Muslim history rather than that of ÝUmar; the only 
exception being SulaymÁn b. ÝAbd al-Malik who chose ÝUmar b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz to be 
his successor despite the fact that the latter being a family relation.   
Although this story, in all its details, is probably false, it nevertheless reflects how 
those people who rejected allegiance to YazÐd I developed their argument. The first 
argument concerns the authority of the shÙrÁ, which can be located in the theories of 
the KhÁrijÐs and the MuÝtazilÐs, as well as some SunnÐs. The second argument 
concerns the right of the Prophet’s family to rule after him. This is the position of the 
ShiÝÐs. The third argument accepts the principle of wilÁyat al-Ýahd but not with regard 
to a close relative. The final argument concerns the political quietists who did not 
support YazÐd I, but at the same time would do nothing to divide the unity of the 
community since they regarded the Fitnah (as applied to the first civil war) as more 
harmful than the rule of YazÐd I. 
                                                 
42 Ibid., 1: 293-99. 
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Although no report exists from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal regarding this matter, it is clear 
that AÎmad and the traditionalists accepted this method of appointing a successor 
because they approved the caliphate of ÝUmar, the Umayyads and the ÝAbbÁsÐds. 
However, since the fifth A.H./eleventh century, there have been brief discussions of 
the ÍanbalÐ literature of al-Ýahd, which was approved according to consensus. AbÙ 
Bakr entrusted ÝUmar with the caliphate and this was upheld by the Muslims. In 
addition, ÝUmar entrusted the caliphate to a council, and this too was accepted by the 
community.43  
4.2.4. The Usurper (al-Mutaghallib) 
 
It is well-known that traditionalists approved the rule of usurpers,44 and that they 
traced this opinion back to the Companion ÝAbd AllÁh b. ÝUmar. As SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ 
stated, ةقرفلا يف هنبا لوقبو ةعامجلا يف رمع لوقب ذخأن “We adhere to ÝUmar’s doctrines in the 
time of unity, and his son in the time of division.”45 Ibn ÝUmar was described that, 
during the time of the fitnah he prayed behind every amÐr and paid him his zakÁt.46 
Moreover, Ibn ÝUmar is quoted as saying, بلغ نم ءارو يلصأو ،ةنتفلا يف لتاقأ لا “I do not 
fight in [times of] fitnah, and I pray behind whoever wins.”47 At the time of the 
second civil war, Ibn ÝUmar’s position fell between those of Ibn al-Zubayr and the 
Umayyads. It is evident that the doctrine of approving the usurpers’ rule was a direct 
consequence of remaining neutral during the time of fitnah.  
The ShÐÝÐ theologian al-NawbakhtÐ dates this idea of supporting whoever usurps a 
reign and paying him allegiance to the period of MuÝÁwiyah, and claims that after the 
assassination of ÝAlÐ, his followers, except for a few individuals among his ShÐÝÐs who 
believed in his imamate, joined the sect of ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr and ÝÀÞishah and became 
a united group under MuÝÁwiyah’s rule. Those who joined MuÝÁwiyah, along with the 
people of Îashw as well as the followers of kings and supporters of the victors, made 
                                                 
43 AbÙ YaÝlÁÞ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MuÝtamad, 251-52; Idem., al-AÎkÁm, 25; ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn b. ÝUmar al-
BaÒrÐ (hereafter: AbÙ ÓÁlib al-ÂarÐr), al-WÁÃiÎ fÐ sharÎ MukhtaÒar al-KhiraqÐ, 4: 372; ManÒÙr b. YÙnus 
al-BuhÙtÐ, SharÎ MuntahÁ al-irÁdÁt, 6: 274. 
44 al-NáshiÞ al-Akbar (attrib.), MasÁÞil al-imÁmah, 66. 
45 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 138. 
46 Ibn SaÝd, al-ÓabaqÁt al-kubrÁ, 4: 139. 
47 Ibid. 
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up the vast majority (al-sawÁd al-aÝzam); all of these people were named MurjiÞÐs.48 
On the other hand, some ShÁmÐs (Syrians) claimed that ÝAlÐ’s caliphate represented 
the rule of a usurper.49 
The traditionalists do not agree with al-NawbakhtÐ’s stance regarding MuÝÁwiyah as a 
usurper. According to them, his rule was a result of an agreement by the Muslim 
community; hence the year of his rule is called the Year of the Community (ÝÀm al-
JamÁÝah)50. According to the traditionalists, the first reign of a usurper was the rule of 
ÝAbd al-Malik b. MarwÁn (r. 65-86/685-705). The famous traditionalist YaÎyÁ b. 
YaÎyÁ (d. 226/840) was asked:  
 
روج ةمئأ اوناك نإف :هل ليق .لا :لاق ؟ةھوركم ةعيبلا :هل ليق ىيحي نب ىيحي نأ؟  رمع نبا عياب دق :لاقف
 ةعاطلاو عمسلاب هل ّرقأ :هيلإ بتك هنأ ،هنع كلام كلذب ينربخأ ،كلملا ذخأ فيسلابو ناورم نب كلملا دبعل
ا نم ريخ ةعيبلاو :ىيحي نب ىيحي لاق .هيبن ّةنسو ﷲ باتك ىلعةقرفل   
“Is paying allegiance unpleasant (makrÙhah)?” He answered “No”. The man 
asked again “Even if they were unjust rulers?” YaÎyÁ replied, “Ibn ÝUmar 
paid allegiance to ÝAbd al-Malik b. MarwÁn, who took power by the sword. 
MÁlik [b. Anas] told me that [Ibn ÝUmar] wrote to [ÝAbd al-Malik accepting 
his rule] and giving him his loyalty and obedience according to the Book of 
God and the Sunnah of his Prophet.” YaÎyÁ then said “Paying allegiance is 
better than disagreement.”51   
 
Al-ShÁfiÝÐ also accepted the rule of the usurpers, and it is claimed that he stated  نم لك
مسي ىتح فيسلاب ةفلاخلا ىلع بلغى ،ةفيلخ ةفيلخ وھف ،هيلع سانلا عمجيو  “Whoever usurps the 
caliphate by the sword until he is called a caliph and until people have formed a 
consensus about him, he is a [legitimate] caliph.”52 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal followed the 
same doctrine. He was asked behind whom one should perform the Friday prayer if 
the people were divided into two groups (i.e., between the legitimate imÁm and the 
rebels)? AÎmad answered, “Behind the one who wins”.53 Creed III, attributed to 
AÎmad, states that  لغ نموب اب نمؤي دحلأ لحي لاف ؛نينمؤملا ريمأ يمسو ،ةفيلخ راص ىتح فيسلاب مھ
نينمؤملا ريمأ وھف .ًارجاف وأ ناك ًارب ،هيلع ًامامإ هاري لاو تيبي نأ رخلآا مويلابو “Whoever overcomes 
them by the sword until becoming caliph and being named the Commander of the 
Faithful, it is not permitted for anyone who believes in God and the Hereafter, to pass 
                                                 
48 al-NawbakhtÐ, Firaq al-ShÐÝah, 6. 
49 See ThumÁmah b. ÝAdÐ’s saying in above (3.2.1). 
50 See below (5.2). 
51 IbrÁhÐm b. MÙsÁ al-ShÁÔibÐ, al-IÝtiÒÁm, 3: 46. 
52 AÎmad b. al-Íusayn al-BayhaqÐ, ManÁqib al-ShafiÝÐ, 1: 448. 
53 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-AÎkÁm, 22. 
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the night without regarding him as a [legitimate] imÁm, whether he [i.e., this imÁm] 
be a pious man or a sinner. He is the Commander of the Faithful”. As a third 
A.H./ninth century MuÝtazilÐ historian noted, the view of approving the legitimacy of 
the usurpers’ caliphate characterized the traditionalists at that time.54 Among later 
SunnÐs, there was a consensus regarding this matter, as stated by the MamlÙkÐ scholar 
Ibn Íajar.55 It should be noted that the legitimacy of the usurpers represents the 
legitimacy of the ÝAbbÁsÐds’ caliphate since they usurped power from the Umayyads 
and, of course, the legitimacy of the MamlÙk sultans, such usurping being their 
favourite way to seize power. 
The most noteworthy point of this evaluation of SunnÐ theory concerning the rule of 
usurpers is the correct identification of a specific usurper and how this usurper was 
able to seize power. In the early history of Islam the usurpers originated from the 
Quraysh tribe and their aim was to claim the caliphate for themselves. Nonetheless, in 
the later ÝAbbÁsÐd period the usurpers assumed an additional feature. They were not 
QurashÐs, or even Arabs, and were therefore not eligible for the position of the 
Imamate/Caliphate in the SunnÐ and ShÐÝÐ doctrines. Hence, they called themselves 
Sultans and accepted the nominal power of the caliphs. The later SunnÐs approved this 
new modus operandi since the sultans did not claim the caliphate as their own.56  
 
4.2.5. Conclusion 
The remarkable fact of AÎmad’s theory regarding the legitimacy of the caliph is that 
he was not dependent on the QurÞÁn or the Sunnah. Nonetheless, the key principle of 
his theory centred on the community (al-jamÁÝah), its unity and its safety. This 
rulership was necessary for the people’s benefit. While AÎmad did not focus greatly 
on the methods utilized for appointing the caliphs he accepted them all, from the 
electoral methods to the usurping ones. In all probability, this was because these 
methods were approved by the Companions, or at least some of them. There was 
disagreement among the Companions regarding the usurpers’ rule, for instance 
                                                 
54 al-NÁshiÞ al-Akbar (attrib.), MasÁÞil al-imÁmah, 66. 
55 Ibn Íajar al-ÝAsqalÁnÐ, FatÎ al-BÁrÐ, 13: 7. 
56 al-JuwaynÐ, GhiyÁth, 240-60;  al-MÁwardÐ, al-AÎkÁm al-sulÔÁnÐyah, 40-46. 
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between Ibn ÝUmar (who accepted it) and Ibn al-Zubayr (who rejected it); however, 
AÎmad supported the method of quietism. The theory of political quietism of AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal and other SunnÐs should not be understood solely as acknowledging the 
rulers or this fait accompli; rather the priority was for the benefit of the common 
people and to accommodate early Islam. This matter is examined more 
comprehensively in the next two chapters in this study. 
This pragmatic theory of accepting the present rulers did not constitute an exaggerated 
adherence to them, as AÎmad required neither their presence in order to carry out 
ritual duties nor the appointment of an imÁm as a religious duty. Nevertheless, at the 
time of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, some traditionalists espoused SunnÐ theology; 
subsequently greater credit was given to the rulers at the expense of the common 
people.  
An additional key principle of the SunnÐ theory is its polemics with other sects, 
especially ShiÝÐs and KhÁrijÐs. For example, designation (al-naÒÒ) is a ShiÝÐ claim made 
in order to prove that ÝAlÐ was the legitimate caliph following the Prophet’s death, 
whereas the SunnÐs relied on elections directed by the Companions or on transferring 
allegiance from them to AbÙ Bakr in order to approve his caliphate. However, AÎmad 
utilized the ShiÝÐ method, i.e., the designation (the implicit text), in order to approve 
AbÙ Bakr’s caliphate. 
It is interesting to note that paradoxes can be identified inside the SunnÐ theory 
regarding the potential legitimacy of the caliph. Firstly, the shÙrÁ did not constitute a 
viable method of appointing caliphs; rather it was an excuse for rebels and dissidents 
to challenge the incumbent authority. Secondly, legitimacy with regard to delegating 
by the previous imÁm was diverted away from the practices of AbÙ Bakr when he 
nominated ÝUmar Ibn al-KhaÔÔÁb as his successor. However, the most successful 
practice was the method of MuÝÁwiyah when he chose his son YazÐd I as his 
successor. 
159 
 
 
4.3. The Requirements of the imÁm 
4.3.1. From the tribe of Quraysh 
 
Although the events following the Prophet’s death are central in the dispute between 
the SunnÐs and ShÐÝÐs, it is not certain what exactly occurred. However, it is more than 
likely that the question of the succession to MuÎammad was a matter of the greatest 
priority for the Muslim community, even more than the actual burial of the Prophet, 
since he was not buried until after AbÙ Bakr had been elected. 
However, one should be very careful with the sources relating to that period since all 
of them invoked one perspective or another.57 The assembly at the saqÐfah (meeting 
place) of the BanÙ SÁÝidah, at which AbÙ Bakr was elected, is the principal key to the 
birth of the first Islamic state (al-KhilÁfah al-RÁshidah) after MuÎammad’s rule. Ibn 
ÝAbbÁs58 claimed to have heard ÝUmar Ibn al-KhaÔÔÁb saying that after the death of 
MuÎammad, ÝAlÐ, al-Zubayr and those with them, opposed “us” (i.e., the group 
associated with AbÙ Bakr), and gathered at FÁÔimah’s house. The entire AnÒÁr 
disagreed with “us”, and gathered in the saqÐfah of the BanÙ SÁÝidah. The MuhÁjirÙn 
(i.e., the QurashÐ emigrants to Medina) joined AbÙ Bakr, and ÝUmar suggested that 
they go to their brethren, the AnÒÁr. The MuhÁjirÙn went to the AnÒÁr at the saqÐfah 
and there was a dialogue between the two groups as to who had the right to rule the 
Muslim nation. One of the AnÒÁr stood up and addressed the MuhÁjirÙn: “We are the 
Helpers (anÒÁr AllÁh) and the legion of Islam, and you, the MuhÁjirÙn are a small 
group (rahÔ)59 and a few people among you came with the intention of cutting us off 
from our roots and to usurp this matter [i.e., the rule] from us.”  
To which AbÙ Bakr replied by saying: “O group of AnÒÁr, every virtue you mention 
of yourselves you are worthy of, yet the Arabs will not recognise the rule of anyone 
but this tribe of the Quraysh. They are the most central of the Arabs in lineage and 
                                                 
57 Robert Gleave, “ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib”, in EI3. 
58 al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÒaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-ÍudÙd, BÁb rajm al-ÎublÁ idhÁ uÎÒinat, no. 6830. Madelung 
regards this report from Ibn ÝAbbÁs as the fundamental account of the SaqÐfah assembly, and sees no 
reason to doubt the reliability of the chain of transmitters (the Succession,  28). 
59 Madelung mistakenly translates (rahÔ) as “The clan of our Prophet” (the Succession, 30). In fact this 
is not correct; the word rahÔ means a small group of people. If the AnÒÁr meant what Madelung thinks, 
he should have said “You are the rahÔ of our Prophet”. 
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abode.” AbÙ Bakr then nominated either ÝUmar or AbÙ ÝUbaydah for election. 
Although the AnÒÁr, especially the KhazrajÐs, did not accept this suggestion, they 
became more flexible, and al-ÍubÁb b. al-Mundhir suggested that the AnÒÁr and the 
Quraysh should each choose their emir. However, the situation worsened, tempers 
flared, and voices were raised. It was clear that Muslim unity was threatened, and this 
dispute would probably lead to a military conflict between the MuhÁjirÙn and the 
AnÒÁr. ÝUmar therefore said to AbÙ Bakr: “Stretch out your hand” and shook his hand 
as the pledge of allegiance. The MuhÁjirÙn and the AnÒÁr followed him. 
This story seems to suggest that AbÙ Bakr and the MuhÁjirÙn understood the 
succession to MuÎammad would be in all but its prophetic aspects; this later became 
known as the office of the Caliphate. On the other hand, the AnÒÁr and many of the 
Arab tribes who were involved in the riddah, considered that their allegiance to the 
Prophet expired with his death. Thus, when the AnÒÁr gathered at the saqÐfah they 
were probably discussing how to restore their control over their own city. As 
indicated by al-ÍubÁb b. al-Mundhir, they were worried that the emigrants from 
Mecca would usurp their right to rule their city.60   
However, the AnÒār were not sufficiently convinced by Abū Bakr’s argument, and the 
situation became tense, until ÝUmar asked Abū Bakr to shake hands as a promise of 
allegiance. The Muhājirūn and presumably also the Banū ÝAbd al-Ashhal, a clan of 
the AnÒār, followed him.61 The following day Abū Bakr received the general oath of 
loyalty from the people of MadÐnah, and his allegiance was secured by the arrival of 
the Banū Aslam, a branch of KhuzāÝah, the most strongly connected of the tribes of 
the Quraysh. According to some reports, they came “in full number such that the 
streets became narrow through them. They then swore allegiance to Abū Bakr, and 
ÝUmar said: ‘It was only when I saw the Aslam that I was certain of victory’.”62 Even 
after the general allegiance received by Abū Bakr, some of the AnÒār, led by SaÝd b. 
ÝUbādah, continued to refuse Abū Bakr’s rule. Abū Bakr was advised by BashÐr b. 
SaÝd not to press SaÝd b. ÝUbādah, since all of Khazraj and Aws would stand in 
                                                 
60 Madelung, The Succession, 31; Elias Shoufani, al-Riddah and the Muslim conquest of Arabia, 51-52. 
61 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 221-22; Madelung, The Succession, 33. 
62 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 222. نأ ملسأ تلبقأ اھتعامجب ىتح قياضت مھب ؛ككسلا اوعيابف ابأ ركب .ناكف رمع لوقي :ام نأ تيأر 
ملسأ ىتح تنقيأ رصنلاب  For the great role that was played by Aslam to secure Abū Bakr’s allegiance see: 
JuÝayÔ, al-Fitnah, 36; Madelung, The Succession, 34; Zuhayr HawwÁrÐ, al-SulÔah wa-al-muÝÁraÃah fÐ al-
Islam, 97-100. 
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solidarity with Ibn ÝUbādah even if they were to be killed. Abū Bakr took due note,63 
but found another way to punish those who refused to give him their allegiance by, 
among other things, hindering them from claiming their booty (fayÞ), as can be found 
in the poetry of Íassān b. Thābit.64  
The second group who doubted Abū Bakr’s rule were the QurashÐs, who were 
gathering around ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib in the house of FÁÔimah; they came mainly from 
the BanÙ HÁshim, the Prophet’s family, including ÝAlÐ and al-ÝAbbÁs; from the BanÙ 
Asad, such as al-Zubayr; and from the wealthiest clan of the Quraysh the BanÙ ÝAbd 
Shams, including AbÙ SufyÁn Ibn Íarb.65 This group represented an alliance between 
the Prophet’s family (the BanÙ HÁshim) and the Quraysh aristocracy (such as the 
BanÙ ÝAbd Shams, the BanÙ Asad and others), while AbÙ Bakr and the MuhÁjirÙn 
around him were mainly from clans that were less wealthy and lower in numbers, 
such as the BanÙ Taym, the BanÙ ÝAdÐ (ÝUmar), and the BanÙ al-NaÃr (AbÙ 
ÝUbaydah).66  
AbÙ Bakr succeeded in isolating the BanÙ HÁshim. ÝUmar went to FÁÔimah’s house 
and threatened those who were gathering there that he would set it on fire unless they 
came out and swore allegiance to Abū Bakr. As he left the house, al-Zubayr drew his 
sword but dropped it and ÝUmar’s men jumped on him and carried him off. This 
successfully stopped people gathering at FÁÔimah’s house.67 Moreover, Abū Bakr 
mounted an economic siege of the Banū Hāshim by refusing to give them their 
inheritance from MuÎammad’s lands in Fadak and Khaybar. Abū Bakr claimed to 
have heard the Prophet saying: ةقدص انكرت ام ،ثرون لا “We do not have heirs. Whatever 
we leave is alms”.68 Not only that, but Abū Bakr also succeeded in winning over the 
Quraysh aristocracy to his side and making them abandon ÝAlÐ and the BanÙ HÁshim. 
He relied on the Quraysh aristocracy for their leadership of the Muslim commanders 
in his fight against the tribes of the riddah and the beginning of the conquests outside 
Arabia. In particular the richest and most powerful clans, the BanÙ ÝAbd Shams and 
                                                 
63 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 222-23. 
64 ÝAbd al-Malik Ibn HishÁm, SÐrah, 2: 666-76; Madelung, the Succession, 35. 
65 See Ibn ÝAbbÁs’s report above; and al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 209-10;  Madelung, The Succession, 40-41.  
66 For the importance and the wealth of the clans of al Quraysh see: ÍayÁt ÝAmÁmÙ, AÒÎÁb MuÎammad 
wa-dawruhum fÐ nashÞat al-Islam, 88-106. 
67 Ibn AbÐ Shaybah, al-MuÒannaf, 7: 432; al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 202; Madelung, The Succession,  43. 
68 al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-FarÁÞiÃ, BÁb qawl al-NabÐ …: LÁ nÙrath mÁ taraknÁh Òadaqah, 
no.6726. 
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the Banū Makhzūm, were given preference.69 Abū Bakr’s policy was entirely 
successful; only six months after the Prophet’s death his daughter FÁÔimah died and 
ÝAlÐ lost his supporters, who turned away from him.70 Subsequently, ÝAlÐ and the BanÙ 
HÁshim pledged allegiance to Abū Bakr .71 
The third group consisted of some of the Arab tribes. In his argument with the AnÒār, 
Abū Bakr insisted that the Arabs accepted only the rule of the Quraysh. In fact this 
was not quite accurate, the major part of Arabia rejected Abū Bakr’s rule. Some of 
these tribes had accepted Islam, but considered that their allegiance the Prophet had 
lapsed on his death and therefore did not accept Abū Bakr’s rule, while other tribes 
left Islam completely. Abū Bakr declared a holy war to destroy them all; both groups 
were lumped together and labelled as apostates without any distinction between them. 
In sum, Abū Bakr was successful in imposing the rule of the Quraysh over the AnÒār 
and the Arab tribes. A noteworthy point in Abū Bakr’s argument with the AnÒār was 
his emphasis on the Quraysh’s excellence over other Arabs; they were “the most 
central of the Arabs in lineage and abode.” Among the Quraysh itself, the supremacy 
of the Prophet’s blood relatives was superseded by that of his religious relatives (i.e., 
the Muhājirūn), “They were the only kinsmen that the Prophet had left after cutting 
his ties with Mecca (where many genealogically closer relatives of his remained), and 
they were the men with whom he had come to MadÐnah.”72 Therefore the caliph had 
to be chosen from within this group. 
After Abū Bakr’s reign, the rule of the Quraysh was not in doubt; yet the ShÐÝÐs 
restricted it to some QurashÐs who were from the Prophet’s family. Other Muslims, 
except the KhÁrijÐs and some MuÝtazilÐs, accepted the principle of the rule of the 
Quraysh. Mālik b. Hubayrah al-SakūnÐ, a Syrian chief, claimed that they could easily 
replace MuÝāwiyah with someone of his tribe (fÐ qawmihi).73 The same individual 
                                                 
69 When AbÙ Bakr became a caliph, AbÙ SufyÁn was angry and assaulted AbÙ Bakr, claiming that the 
caliphate should be in the BanÙ ManÁf only (this clan includes the BanÙ HÁshim and the BanÙ ÝAbd 
Shams). But when he was told “He has appointed your son [as a leader of the army]”, AbÙ SufyÁn 
changed his position completely; al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 209. Also see: Shoufani, al-Riddah, 61-64; 
Madelung, The Succession, 45. 
70 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 3: 208; al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-MaghÁzÐ, BÁb Ghazwat Khaybar, 
nos. 4240, 4241.  هتعيابمو ركب يبأ ةحلاصم سمتلاف ،سانلا هوجو يلع ركنتسا تيفوت املف ،ةمطاف ةايح هجو سانلا نم يلعل ناكو 
71 Ibid. 
72 Crone, God’s Rule, 38. 
73 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 5: 278. 
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warned Marwān b. al-Íakam to accept his requirements or he and his tribe would 
change him since all the people of the Quraysh were the same at his tribe.74 In 77/696 
the KhÁrijÐs offered to ally themselves with MuÔarrif b. al-MughÐrah in fighting the 
oppressors (i.e., the Umayyad), but the proposal was declined as MuÔarrif insisted on 
restricting the caliphate to the Quraysh.75  
The KhÁrijÐs were known for not limiting the caliphate to the Quraysh. In fact, they 
believed that any free male adult Muslim was eligible for the caliphate, and that it did 
not matter whether or not they were from the Quraysh, or whether or not they were 
Arab (some KhÁrijÐs limited the caliphate to the Arabs only).76 Indeed, this was a 
famous KharijÐ doctrine; and was without limits after it had been formulated.  
However, it is evident that by the late Umayyad and early ÝAbbÁsÐd periods some 
QadarÐ-MurjiÞÐs, such as GhaylÁn al-DimashqÐ (killed. 125/744),77 and MuÝtazilÐs 
believed that all Muslims were eligible for the caliphate. Furthermore, some 
MuÝtazilÐs limited the caliphate to the Arabs only; others restricted it to the Quraysh.78 
Despite the fact that the ÝAbbÁsÐds gave their revolution the title of al-RiÃÁ min Àli 
MuÎammad (i.e., someone from MuÎammad’s family who is acceptable and agreed 
on),79 they came, overtime, closer to the SunnÐ idea of the right of the Quraysh to rule, 
in order to refute the claim of their cousins, the ÝAlÐds, that they were worthier of the 
caliphate because they were the sons of FÁÔimah (the Prophet’s daughter).80 
By the late second and early third A.H./eighth and ninth centuries, the SunnÐs, both 
rationalists and traditionalists and including AbÙ ÍanÐfah,81 MÁlik,82 and al-ShÁfiÝÐ,83 
were unanimous that the caliphate was a sole right of the Quraysh.  
                                                 
74 ÝAlÐ b. al-Íusayn al-MasÝÙdÐ, MurÙj al-dhahab wa-maÝÁdin al-jawhar, 5: 200-1, ﷲوف ام شيرق اندنع لاإ 
ءاوس 
75 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 6: 286-88. 
76 See their debate with Muṭarrif b. al-MughÐrah in ibid, 6: 288; Patricia Crone, “’Even an Ethiopian 
slave’ the transformation of a SunnÐ tradition”. 
77 Josef Van Ess, “GhaylÁn al-DimashqÐ: the isolation of a heretic in Islamic historiography”, 172. 
78 Probably the majority of early MuÝtazilÐs did not require the caliph to be from the tribe of the 
Quraysh; yet the majority of later MuÝtazilÐs did require him to be from the Quraysh. See: Ibn Ḥazm, 
al-FiÒal, 4: 152; AÎmad b. MuÎammad al-SharafÐ, SharÎ Òudūr al-nÁs bi-sharÎ al-AsÁs, fol. 429 (MS); 
Saud al-Sarhan, ArbÁb al-KalÁm: Ibn Íazm yujÁdilu al-MuÝtazilah, 350-52. 
79 For the meaning of this slogan, see: Patricia Crone, “On the meaning of the ÝAbbÁsÐd call to al-RiÃÁ”, 
89-94. 
80 Van Ess, “Political ideas”, 159. 
81 Al-NashiÞ al-Akbar (attrub.), MasÁÞil al-imÁmah, 62 
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AÎmad Ibn Íanbal defended this doctrine and insisted that the caliphs must be from 
the Quraysh and could not be from the mawÁlÐ.84 In Creed I, AÎmad is claimed to 
have said,  مھيلع جرخي لاو اھيف مھعزاني نأ سانلا نم دحلأ سيل نانثإ سانلا نم يقب ام شيرق يف ةفلاخلاو
ةعاسلا مايق ىلإ اھب مھريغل رقي لاو “The caliphate is in the Quraysh so long as two people 
remain [alive]. It is not [right] for any people to contend with them about it, nor to 
rebel against them, nor to acknowledge the caliphate of any other than [the Quraysh] 
until the coming of the Hour.”85 
4.3.2. Why the Quraysh? 
 
In his speech at the saqÐfah, AbÙ Bakr argued for the right of the Quraysh to rule since 
the Arabs would not recognise the rule of anyone but this tribe. Two points arise with 
regard to his argument. The first is that it was not built on the supremacy of the tribe 
of the Quraysh because it was the Prophet’s tribe, nor on a naÒÒ from the Prophet as 
AbÙ Bakr claimed in connection with the matter of the Prophet’s heritage. The second 
and more interesting point is that the Arabs did not accept the rule of the Quraysh. 
However, since the Umayyad era and later, a considerable number of traditions took 
shape with regard to the position of the tribe of Quraysh and its rule. Some traditions 
favoured the Quraysh, limiting the caliphate to them, and regarding them above other 
people. These traditions were challenged by other traditions from the opposing side, 
accusing some young boys of the Quraysh of destroying the religion (i.e., Islam), or 
threatening and cursing them if they were not just or allow people to rebel against 
them if they were unjust.86 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal was well aware of all of these traditions. Although he relied on 
traditions for recognising the supremacy of the Quraysh, he rejected some that he 
thought were not sound. The following points present AÎmad’s evaluation of the 
dignity of the Quraysh and the traditions against them:   
                                                                                                                                            
82 MuÎamad b ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn al-ÝArabÐ, AÎkÁm al-QurÞÁn, 4: 153; AÎmad b. IdrÐs al-QarāfÐ, al-
DhakhÐrah, 13: 233-34. 
83 MuÎammad b. IdrÐs al- ShāfiÝÐ, al-Umm,  2: 309-13. 
84 Al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 94-97; AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-AÎkÁm, 20. 
85 Translated in: Watt, Islamic Creeds, 34. 
86 See: ÝAbd AllÁh al-DumayjÐ, al-ImÁmah al-ÝuÛmÁ, 285-87. 
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A. Retracting the caliphate in the Quraysh 
AÎmad restricted the caliphate to the Quraysh, relying on the traditions which stated 
that  شيرق نم ةمئلأا “The ImÁms are [only] from the Quraysh”, or that شيرق يف ةفلاخلا 
“The Caliphate is [merely] in the Quraysh”.87 AÎmad also stated that لا نوكي يف ريغ 
شيرق ةفيلخ  “One who is not from the Quraysh cannot be a caliph”.88 
B.   A preference for the Quraysh over other people 
AÎmad considered the world as a hierarchy; the Quraysh were above other Muslims, 
then the Arabs were above non-Arabs but below the QurashÐs, and finally all other 
Muslims. This view can be illustrated by his juridical opinion of equality (kafÁÞah) as 
a requirement for a valid marriage.89  
i. The BanÙ HÁshim 
Some reports were narrated from AÎmad stating that the BanÙ HÁshim, the Prophet’s 
clan, was above all other Muslims, even those of the Quraysh. ÝAbd AllÁh is claimed 
to have asked his father, .رمع :لاق ؟نم مث ِتبأ اي :تلق .ركب وبأ :لاق ؟...ﷲ لوسر دعب سانلا لضفأ نم
دحأ مھب ساُقي لا ٍتيب لھأ نم يلع ،ينب اي :لاق ؟يلعف ِتبأ اي :تلق .نامثع لاق ؟نم مث ِتبأ اي :تلق “Who is 
the best among people after the Prophet…?” AÎmad said “AbÙ Bakr”. ÝAbd AllÁh 
said “My father! Then who is next?” AÎmad answered “ÝUmar”. ÝAbd AllÁh asked 
again “My father! Then who comes next?” AÎmad answered “ÝUthmÁn”. ÝAbd AllÁh 
said “My father! What about ÝAlÐ?” AÎmad then said “Son! ÝAlÐ is of the people of a 
house whom no one can be compared.”90 In another report, ÝAbd AllÁh asked his 
father about Ibn ÝUmar’s tradition that when the Companions discussed their 
preferences among themselves, they named AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn.  
ÝAbd AllÁh asked in surprise, “Where is ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib?” His father said “Son! He 
                                                 
87 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 94-7. Although AÎmad criticised some chains of transmission of the 
tradition “The ImÁms are [only] from Quraysh”, in general he accepted it. See: Ibn QudÁmah, al-
Muntakhab, 195, and al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 96. 
88 Ibid., 1: 96. 
89 For the kafÁÞah in Islamic law see: Farhat Ziadeh, “Equality (kafÁÞah) in the Muslim law of 
marriage”. For kafÁÞah in the ÍanbalÐ school, see: Spectorsky, Chapters, 14-16; Nimrod Hurvitz, 
“(Review) Ibn Íanbal, AÎmad b. MuÎammad Chapters on Marriage and Divorce: Responses of Ibn 
Íanbal and Ibn RÁhwayh trans. Susan Spectorsky”; idem, The Formation, 31-33.  
90 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-RiwÁyatayn wa-al-wajhayn, 2: 93. 
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did not say ‘From the Prophet’s house’ thus he [Ibn ÝUmar] did not include him 
[ÝAlÐ].”91  
These two reports probably appeared in in the fifth A.H./eleventh century in order to 
adjust AÎmad’s position to be more friendly to ÝAlÐ. As has been shown above, the 
majority of AÎmad’s pupils, including his son ÝAbd AllÁh, considered that the best of 
the Companions was AbÙ Bakr, then ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn. Moreover, AÎmad was 
fully aware of marriages between the BanÙ HÁshim and other QurashÐs, and stated 
that the people from the Quraysh were equal to each other.92  
ii. The Quraysh 
AÎmad recognised the dignity of the QurashÐs above that of all other Arabs, but they 
were equal to each other. He was asked, اق ؟ةيشرقلا يبرعلا جوزي لھ :لاق ؟جوزت نإف :ليق .لا :ل
برعلل برعلاو ،شيرقل شيرق :ءافكلأا :لاقو .هيف ددشي لعجو :لاقف .امھنيب اميف قرفي “Does [it allow] a 
[male] Arab to marry a [female] QurashÐ?” AÎmad answered “No!” He was asked 
again, “So, if he did marry [her]?” He replied, “They [must be] separated.” AÎmad 
then insisted “As for equality: the Quraysh are for the Quraysh, and the Arabs [equal] 
the Arabs”.93   
The matter was worse, according to AÎmad, if a client (mawlÁ) married a HÁshimÐ 
woman. He said disapprovingly, أ ملسأ ٌلجر ءيجي !ءفك اھل انأ :لوقي ،ةيمشاھب جوزيف سملأاب هوب
يبرع وھو يبسلا هيلع عقو ةماسأ :لاق ؟... يبنلا هجوز ةماسأف :دمحلأ [دواد وبأ] تلق .كلذل ًاراكنإ “A man, 
whose father just converted to Islam yesterday, marries a HÁshimÐ woman and says ‘I 
am equal to her’!” AbÙ DÁwÙd  reminded AÎmad that the Prophet had ordered 
FÁÔimah bt. Qays, a divorced QurashÐ, to marry his free man UsÁmah b. Zayd b. 
ÍÁrithah, which meant that the Prophet had allowed a mawlÁ to marry a HÁshimÐ 
woman. AÎmad answered by pointing out that UsÁmah was an Arab man but then he 
[his father] had become a slave.94 However, even with AÎmad’s explanation, UsÁmah 
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remained a non-QurashÐ and unequal to a QurashÐ woman according to AÎmad’s 
doctrine. 
Equality in marriage is not the only way AÎmad showed his high esteem for the 
Quraysh. His son ÝAbd AllÁh noticed that when an older man or a young man from the 
Quraysh or other nobilities came to visit his father at his mosque, AÎmad did not step 
out of the door before them; rather they went out before him.95 AbÙ DÁwÙd witnessed 
that a son of MuÒÝab al-ZubayrÐ (a QurashÐ) had visited AÎmad at the mosque, and 
when they were about to leave, AÎmad said to him “You are first.” The man refused 
and swore that AÎmad must go first. Then AÎmad walked before him.96 This respect 
for the Quraysh was derived from traditions attributed to the Prophet. One example of 
such a tradition in AÎmad’s al-Musnad that he reported from ÝUbayd AllÁh b. ÝAmr b. 
MÙsÁ was the following: 
يلع نب ناميلس دنع تنك ؛... شيرق نم خيش لخدف؛ ناميلس لاقف:  رظنا ًادعقم هدعقأف خيشلا ىلإ 
 ًاحلاص  ًاقح شيرقل ناف. تلقف: ريملأا اھيأ،  ًاثيدح كثدحأ لاا  ﷲ لوسر نع ينغلب؟... لاق: ىلب .
لاق: هل تلق:  ينغلبأ ﷲ لوسر ن... لاق:  ًاشيرق ناھأ نم ﷲ هناھأ. لاق:  نسحأ ام ﷲ ناحبس
اذھ ،اذھ كثدح نم؟ لاق: تلق: يبأ نب ةعيبر هينثدح نمحرلا دبع، بيسملا نب ديعس نع،  نع
نب نامثع نب ورمع نافع، ... لاق: ىبأ يل لاق:  ىنب ايإ ًائيش سانلا رمأ نم تيلو ن؛  مركأف
 ًاشيرق ،ﷲ لوسر تعمس يناف ... لوقي:  ًاشيرق ناھأ نم ﷲ هناھأ 
I was with SulaymÁn b. ÝAlÐ [the uncle of the caliph al-ManÒÙr] … when 
an elder of the Quraysh entered. SulaymÁn said “Treat this elder with 
respect and seat him where it befits [a man of his rank to sit], for the 
Quraysh have a right [to be so honoured]”. I said “O AmÐr, may I relate 
to you a tradition which has reached me from the Prophet of God?” 
“Indeed”, he said. I said “It has reached me that the Prophet of God said 
‘He who despises the Quraysh is despised by God’.” He said “God be 
praised! How wonderful is this [ÎadÐth]! Who reported it to you?” I said 
“RabÐÝah b. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn reported it to me from SaÝÐd b. al-Musayyab 
from ÝAmr b. ÝUthmÁn b. ÝAffÁn [from his father, who heard it from the 
Prophet].”97 
 
iii. The Arabs 
 In Creed I (attributed to AÎmad) it was said that 
                                                 
95 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, al-JÁmiÝ li-ÁdÁb al-rÁwÐ wa-akhlÁq al-sÁmiÝ, 1: 546-47; Ibn al-JawzÐ, 
ManÁqib,  370  لاق دبع ﷲ :تيأر يبأ اذإ هءاج خيشلا وأ ثدحلا نم شيرق وأ مھريغ نم فارشلأا لا جرخي نم باب دجسملا ىتح 
،مھجرخي اونوكيف مھ ،هنومدقتي مث جرخي ھدعبم .  
96 AbÙ DÁwÙd, MasÁÞil, 377.  :بعصم نبلا لاقف دجسملا نم جرخي نأ دمحأ دارأف ؛يريبزلا بعصمل نبا هءاج دمحأ تيأر
يشملا يف هيدي نيب ﷲ دبع وبأ مدقتف .بعصم ُنبا فلحو ىبأف .مدقت 
97 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, al-Musnad, 1: 64. Translated in: Zaman, Religion, 123. 
168 
 
 
 ،ﷲ لوسر ثيدحل مھبحيو ،اھتقباسو اھلضفو اھقح برعلل فرعيو مھضغبو ،ناميإ مھﱡبح) :لاق
ةيبوعشلا لوقب لوقي لاو ،(قافن يلاوملا لذارأو ،لضفب مھل نورقي لاو ،برعلا نوبحي لا نيذلا ،
 ًافلاخو ًاقافنو ةعدب مھل نإف  
[The true believer] recognises that the Arabs have rights and excellence 
and precedence, and he loves them. [This is based] on a hadÐth from the 
Messenger of God. He said “We love them in faith, and hate them in 
hypocrisy.” We do not follow the view of the ShuÝÙbÐyah, or the corrupt 
clients who do not confess their excellence. Such [persons] are 
innovators, hypocrites and opponents.98 
 
As has been shown above, this creed is probably not AÎmad’s words; it was the creed 
of Íarb al-KirmÁnÐ, who aimed to summarise the articles of faith of the traditionalists 
in the third A.H./ninth century. After declaring this article, Íarb listed six traditions 
from the Prophet in favour of the Arabs,99 and three traditions in favour of the 
clients.100 
AÎmad, as may be expected, regarded the clients to be below the Arabs, and thus the 
client man was not equal for marrying an Arab woman. All the reports we have from 
AÎmad agree on this. However, what happened if a client man did get married to an 
Arab woman? Both Íarb and Ibn HÁniÞ narrated that they must be separated.101 
However, when AbÙ DÁwÙd asked him about this matter, he did not give an 
answer.102 
The point worth noting here is that while AÎmad was an Arab and believed in the 
excellence of the Arabs above other people, he was a humble man and did not show 
off. His son ÑÁliÎ wrote down his lineage from Âuhl b. ShaybÁn. When AÎmad saw 
this he acknowledged it, but queried, ؟بسنلا اذھ عنصي امو “What does this lineage 
do?”103 According to his client friend, the famous traditionalist YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn, 
AÎmad would never stand on his dignity in front of his client’s companions.104 
Another client traditionalist, hearing that AÎmad was an Arab, asked him about this, 
                                                 
98 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 64. Translated in: Watt, Islamic creeds, 38-39. 
99 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 442-43. 
100 Ibid, 444. 
101 Íarb, MasÁÞil, 38; Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 204. 
102 AbÙ DÁwÙd, MasÁÞil, 226. 
103 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 5: 256. 
104 Ibid., 5: 257. There are other reports with the same meaning. See: Ibid., 5: 257-58.  طق انيلع رختفا ام
اھركذ لاو ةيبرعلاب. And see: Hurvitz, the Formation, 28-29. 
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but AÎmad did not answer. When he insisted, AÎmad said, نيكاسم موق نحن “We are poor 
people.”105  
C.   Criticising the Quraysh and fighting them  
Not all traditions were favourable to the Quraysh; there were also some anti-Quraysh 
traditions in circulation during the late Umayyad and the early ÝAbbÁsÐd periods.106 
One of these traditions was,  ىلع مكفويس اوعضف مكل اوميقتسي مل نإف .مكل اوماقتسا ام شيرقل اوميقتسا
مھءارضخ اوديبأو مكقتاوع “Obey the Quraysh while they are even-handed to you. If they 
are not, put your swords on your shoulders and annihilate them.” AÎmad rejected the 
authority of this tradition and said it was ركنم ،حيحص ريغ “Not sound; it is 
denounced”.107  One of AÎmad’s reasons for rejecting this tradition was that allowing 
people to fight the Quraysh [i.e., the rulers] was in direct contradiction with other 
traditions supporting the view of political quietism.108   
Another example is that AÎmad was asked about a tradition in which the Prophet said 
 نم ةمليغأ يدي ىلع يتمأ كلاھشيرق  “The destruction of my community will be at the hands 
of the youths of the Quraysh”. AÎmad said “It is a well-known (maÝrÙf) 
[tradition]”,109 but presumably he altered his view of this tradition. According to his 
son ÝAbd AllÁh, when his father was on his death bed, he asked ÝAbd AllÁh to cross 
out this tradition since it contradicted other traditions that favoured political 
quietism.110 Clearly, AÎmad understood the traditions criticising the Quraysh as 
supporting revolutionary ideas. Al-MarrÙdhÐ narrated from AÎmad that he sharply 
criticised the late tradition as, ةعمجلا كرت يف ةلزتعملا هب جتحي ،ءيدر ثيدح “A bad tradition, 
invoked by the MuÝtazilÐs to abjure the Friday prayer [with the rulers].”111 
 
 
                                                 
105 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 367; Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 5: 258. Hurvitz (The Formation, 28) 
mistakenly, understands it as being from a poor family (i.e., poverty). However, it is clear that AÎmad 
only showed humbleness. 
106 Zaman, Religion, 122.  
107 al-KhallÁl, Sunnah, 1: 127-28; Ibn QudÁmah, al-Muntakhab, 160-63. 
108 al-KhallÁl, Sunnah, 1: 128-29. 
109 Ibn QudÁmah, al-Muntakhab, 160. 
110 Ibid., 162. لاق يبأ يف هضرم يذلا تام هيف :برضا ىلع اذھ ؛ثيدحلا هنإف فلاخ ثيداحلأا نع يبنلا  
111 Ibid. 
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4.3.3. Conclusion  
 
AÎmad based his doctrine on the supremacy of the Quraysh and on restricting the 
caliphate to them with regard to the Sunnah (traditions). However, he had to reject 
some traditions that were used by MuÝtazilÐs and other sects to abjure Friday prayers 
with the rulers, since such action threatened the unity of the Muslim community (the 
JamÁÝah).  
Considering the caliphate as a sole right of the Quraysh demonstrated the views of 
SunnÐ theologians up to the fifth A.H./eleventh century when the caliphs weakened 
and were controlled by emirs or sultans who were not the QurashÐs and indeed were 
not even Arabs. In the eleventh century the SunnÐ doctrine began to change. One can 
find three different positions emanating from the famous AshÝarÐ theologian, AbÙ al-
MaÝÁlÐ al-JuwaynÐ (d. 478/1085), concerning this issue. The first position can be found 
in his book LumaÝ al-adillah where he bases the Quraysh’s right to the caliphate on a 
tradition that is the same as AÎmad’s position. However, in his book GhiyÁth al-
umam, while he supports the notion that the caliphs had to be only from the Quraysh, 
he bases this view on consensus and not the traditions because they were reports of 
ÁÎÁd (solitary traditions) not mutawÁtir (recurrent traditions).112 However, in his third 
book, al-IrshÁd he does not make membership of the Quraysh obligatory for the 
caliphate.113 And although the caliphate of the Quraysh weakened and eventually 
disappeared, SunnÐ jurisprudence continued to support it in theory, despite its removal 
from their real life. Indeed, some modern SunnÐ scholars have re-evaluated this 
requirement.  
                                                 
112 al-JuwaynÐ, GhiyÁth, 62-4; Hallaq, “the Political thought of Juwayni”, 38-39.  
113 al-JuwaynÐ, al-IrshÁd ilÁ qawÁÔiÝ al-adillah fÐ uÒÙl al-iÝtiqÁd,  426-27; A. K. S.  Lambton, State and 
government in medieval Islam, 106. 
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Chapter V 
Political Quietism 
 
5.1.   Introduction 
Scholars note that political quietism lies at the heart of SunnÐ political doctrine and 
particularly that of the ÍanbalÐs.1 This chapter will argue for two conclusions: a) that 
both activism and quietism were trends among the people of the Sunnah, and it was 
thanks to AÎmad that quietism became the formal doctrine of the SunnÐs; and b) the 
concept of the JamÁÝah led to the formulation of the doctrines both of obedience and 
political quietism. This chapter examines the development of these doctrines and their 
importance within early Íanbalism. 
5.2.   The JamÁÝah 
The idea of conforming to the Muslim community (luzÙm jamÁÝat al-MuslimÐn) is of 
critical importance in understanding the SunnÐ school as a whole. It goes back to the 
early time of Islam, probably to the beginning of the Umayyad period after the first 
civil war (i.e., the Fitnah) when al-Íasan b. ÝAlÐ made the treaty with MuÝÁwiyah in 
41/661, thereby restoring Muslim unity under the rule of MuÝÁwiyah. Because of the 
importance of this event, this year became known as the Year of the Community (ÝÀm 
al-JamÁÝah).2  
The impact of the Fitnah on the Muslim collective consciousness was great, since this 
was the first time that the Muslim community had been divided and that Muslims had 
fought and killed each other. The unfortunate consequences of the first and second 
civil wars led a large number of Muslims to believe that باذع ةقرفلاو ةمحر ةعامجلا 
“Community is mercy and dividing is torment”,3 a phrase attributed to the Prophet in 
                                                 
1 Michael Cook, “Activism and Quietism in Islam”, 22; Crone, God’s rule, 135-39; Zaman, Religion, 
73 
2 AbÙ ZurÝah al-DimashqÐ, TÁrÐkh, 1: 190; Ibn AbÐ Shaybah, al-MuÒannaf, 10: 355; KhalÐfah b. 
KhayyÁÔ, TÁrÐkh, 203; ÝAmr b. BaÎr al-JÁÎiÛ, “RisÁlah fÐ al-NÁbitah”, 1: 10-12. 
3 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, al-Musnad, 4: 278. 
172 
 
 
a tradition. Hence, it is a Muslim’s duty to restore the JamÁÝah, and this cannot be 
achieved without an imÁm around whom all Muslims gather. The Umayyad caliphs 
insisted on the importance of conforming to the Muslim community and this was 
always associated with the call of obedience to the caliphs (al-ÔÁÝah).4  
RiÃwÁn al-Sayyid duly noted this Syrian influence on the traditions and quotations 
outlining the JamÁÝah and the ÔÁÝah, as attributed to the Prophet and his Companions,5 
but it becomes evident that later on this doctrine was largely accepted in Iraq and 
KhurÁsÁn, especially after the rebellion of Ibn al-AshÝath (81-3/699-701). ThÁbit b. 
ÝAjlÁn (d. ?), a Syrian Successor, moved to BÁb al-AbwÁb, the capital city of 
Dagestan, and while there claimed that “I met with Anas b. MÁlik, Ibn al-Musayyab, 
al-Íasan al-BaÒrÐ, SaÝÐd b. Jubayr, al-ShaÝbÐ, IbrÁhÐm al-NakhaÝÐ, ÝAÔÁÞ Ibn AbÐ RabÁÎ, 
ÓÁwÙs, MujÁhid, ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn AbÐ Mulaykah, al-ZuhrÐ, MakÎÙl, al-QÁsim AbÙ 
ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn, ÝAÔÁÞ al-KhurÁsÁnÐ, ThÁbit al-BunÁnÐ, al-Íakam b. ÝUtbah, AyyÙb 
al-SukhiyÁnÐ, ÍammÁd, MuÎammad b. SÐrÐn, AbÙ ÝÀmir … , YazÐd al-RaqÁshÐ and 
SulaymÁn b. MÙsÁ; all of them ordered me to [follow] the community[6] and to avoid 
the people of prejudice.”7 Presumably, by naming all of these outstanding figures of 
the Salaf, Ibn ÝAjlÁn intended to claim that following the JamÁÝah was the formal 
doctrine of the Successors and their adherents, to which the people of the Sunnah 
should stick. However, it is evident that some of the individuals he named, such as al-
Íasan al-BaÒrÐ, al-ShaÝbÐ and SaÝÐd b. Jubayr, were among about five hundred of the 
qurrÁÞ who fought alongside Ibn al-AshÝath in his revolt;8 therefore they were not true 
political quietists as Ibn ÝAjlÁn had stated. 
However, some traditionalists formulate these two doctrines (the JamÁÝah and the 
ÔÁÝah) as orthodox Islamic doctrines, and regard these two principles as being on a par 
with praying and belief. It was narrated that ÝAÔÁÞ al-KhurÁsÁnÐ, who lived in Palestine 
(d. 135/753), said: ةعامجلاو ةلاصلاو ناميلإا :ةثلاثلا نود ناتنثا عفنت لا ثلاث “Three [principles], 
                                                 
4 RiÃwÁn al-Sayyid, “al-KhilÁfah wa-al-mulk: dirÁsah fÐ al-ruÞyah al-UmawÐyah lil-sulÔah”, 90-97. 
5 al-Sayyid, “al-KhilÁfah wa-al-mulk”; idem, “al-KÁtib wa-al-sulÔÁn: dirÁsah fÐ ÛuhÙr kÁtib al-dÐwÁn fÐ 
al-dawlah al-IslÁmÐyah”, 135-38; idem, “al-Jihad wa-al-JamÁÝah”, 218-23. 
6 Ibn ÝAsÁkir’s version of this saying is “to pray in congregation” ( مھلك مأيروين  ةلاصلابيف ةعامجلا ). Ibn 
ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 10: 133-34. 
7 al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd, 1: 132-33. مھلك مأيروين يف ةعامجلا ينوھنيو نع باحصأ ءاوھلأا  
8 KhalÐfah b. KhayyÁÔ, TÁrÐkh, 216-22. 
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two [of them] do not work without the third: belief, praying and JamÁÝah.”9 Another 
Syrian traditionalist, al-AwzÁÝÐ stated:  دمحم باحصأ اھيلع ناك سمخ لاقي ناك… نوعباتلاو
:ناسحإب ﷲ ليبس يف داھجلاو ،نآرقلا ةولاتو ،دجاسملا ةرامعو ،ةنسلا عابتاو ،ةعامجلا موزل   “It was said, 
five [principles were observed regularly] by the Companions of MuÎammad… and 
the honourable Successors [al-TÁbiÝÙn bi-iÎsÁn]: conforming to the community, 
following the Sunnah, building mosques, reciting QurÞÁn and [performing] the jihÁd in 
following God’s way.”10  
In addition, traditions attributed to the Prophet during the Umayyad period appeared 
to support the JamÁÝah and the ÔÁÝah. One of these traditions held that the Prophet was 
claimed to have said:  ،ةرجھلاو ،ةعامجلاو ،ةعاطلاو ،عمسلا :نھب ﷲ ينرمأ تاملك سمخب مكرمآ انأ
داھجلاو “I command you to [obey] five words that God commanded of me: listening, 
obedience, community, emigration and jihÁd.”11 Other traditions warned people 
against dividing the community and disobeying the rulers. In one tradition, the 
Prophet was claimed to have said: ةيلھاج ةتيم تام ةعامجلا قرافو ةعاطلا نم جرخ نم “One 
who rebels against obedience and leaves the community will die the death of one who 
died in the days of ignorance.”12 Another tradition said that:  قراف لجر ،مھنع لأست لا ةثلاث
 ًامثآ تامو همامإ ىصعو ةعامجلا “Do not ask about three [people]: one who has left the 
community, disobeyed his imÁm and died in sin.”13   
The KhurÁsÁnian traditionalist, Ibn al-MubÁrak (d. 181/797), wrote a very important 
poem on the principal beliefs of traditionalists. In one of his verses he indicated that  نإ
اناد نمل ىقثولا هتورعب هنم ...اومصتعاف ﷲ لبح ةعامجلا “The community is God’s rope, thus hold 
fast to its strongest bond.”14 Although the JamÁÝah is not a QurÞÁnic term, Ibn al-
MubÁrak cited two QurÞÁnic terms to describe its importance. The first is “God’s 
rope” (Îablu AllÁh), which is derived from the verse: [You shall hold fast to the rope of 
God, all of you, and do not be divided] (3: 103). The second term is “the strongest bond” 
(al-Ýurwah al-wuthqÁ), which was used twice in the QurÞÁn. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
                                                 
9 Ibn BaÔÔah, al-IbÁnah, 1: 323. 
10 Ibid. 1: 64. 
11 Ibn AbÐ ÝÀÒim, al-Sunnah, 2: 703. 
12 Muslim, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-imÁrah, no. 1848 
13 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, al-Musnad, 5: 275; Ibn AbÐ ÝÀÒim, al-Sunnah, 2: 715. 
14 Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 32: 451. 
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followed this doctrine; he strongly encouraged people to observe Sunnah, JamÁÝah, 
listening (samÝ), and obedience.15   
It is obvious that for the people who believed in the JamÁÝah and the ÔÁÝah, preserving 
Muslim unity was more important than insuring that the rulers were just. Thus, in 
terms of lives, property and safety, obedience to unjust rulers was a lesser evil than 
internal fighting for the community.16  
This was probably the first use of the concept JamÁÝah in the political arena, in which 
the leaders of the JamÁÝah were only the caliphs. However, the JamÁÝah was also 
applied in religious fields, in theology and jurisprudence, and its leaders were the 
ÝulamÁÞ. This second use may go back to the late Umayyad period when the religious 
scholars (i.e., the ÝulamÁÞ) became an identified class and regarded themselves as a 
part of the ulÐ al-amr establishment. In the QurÞÁnic verse: [O ye who believe! Obey 
God, obey the Messenger, and those in command among you], the phrase “Those in 
command among you” was interpreted to cover both the rulers and the scholars (al-
umarÁÞ wa-al-ÝulamÁÞ). In the jurisprudential use of the JamÁÝah, al-ShÁfiÝÐ derived the 
authority of consensus (ijmÁÝ) from the authority of the JamÁÝah. He stated that the 
command to conform to the Muslim community meant following and obeying the 
community in both permission and prohibition (taÎlÐl wa-taÎrÐm).   
When Muslims reach a consensus on a legal issue it is impossible for them to omit 
evidence from the Book, the Sunnah or analogical deduction, but in the case of 
disagreement, there is the possibility of missing this evidence.17 This means that a 
person who follows the JamÁÝah must obey the ÝulamÁÞ, since they know the sharÐÝah 
law and are able to distinguish the permitted from the forbidden (al-ÎalÁl min al-
ÎarÁm).18 For this reason, many scholars define the JamÁÝah as equating to the 
ÝulamÁÞ.19 Therefore, obedience to rulers is limited to politics, but in religion, 
authority comes from the QurÞÁn and the Sunnah. Al-ShÁfiÝÐ stated that believers were 
ordered to obey those in authority, the ones whom the Prophet appointed, within a 
                                                 
15 Al-KhallÁl,al-Sunnah, 1: 73-75. 
16 Crone, God’s rule, 135. 
17 al-ShÁfiÝÐ, al-RisÁlah, 475-76. 
18 AÎmad b. ÝAlÐ al-JaÒÒÁÒ, AÎkÁm al-QurÞÁn, 3: 177-78. 
19 al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÒaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-iÝtiÒÁm bi-al-kitÁb wa-al-Sunnah, BÁb qawlihi taÝÁlÁ: {wa 
kadhÁlik jaÝalnÁkum ummatan wasaÔÁ}. 
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conditional but not absolute obedience. Thus, if they disagreed with their rulers, both 
parties were subject to submitting their dispute to what God and the Prophet had said 
(i.e., the QurÞÁn and the Sunnah).20 
For the traditionalists, the Companions were the root of their understanding of the 
JamÁÝah, since they represented the coherent Muslim community. They lived and 
practised the first JamÁÝah, in political as well as in religious terms, during the time of 
the Prophet MuÎammad and his caliphs, when all Muslims lived as one community 
until the murder of ÝUthmÁn. At this point, the community became divided and the 
JamÁÝah was replaced with the Fitnah. The division between Muslims at the time of 
the Fitnah was due not simply to politics, but to also religion. It began when the sects 
(firaq) first appeared with the KhÁrijÐs and the ShÐÝÐs, and thereafter never stopped.21 
However, MuÝÁwiyah was successful in restoring the Muslim community in politics, 
though not in religion, and thus, until the murder of ÝUthmÁn, the Companions were 
the model of the JamÁÝah for the traditionalists in both politics and religion.22  
5.3. Al-ÓÁÝah (Obedience)  
The question of the extent of the obedience owed to rulers was important in early 
Islamic thought. Should obedience to a ruler include both religious and political 
matters? Or was it required in politics only? What if the ruler’s orders contradicted the 
sharÐÝah rules? 
The Umayyad caliphs asked people for unconditional obedience, and this was 
probably the view accepted by the people of Syria. The MadÐnan SulaymÁn b. YasÁr 
stated that the people of Syria emphasised the concepts of obedience and jihÁd, while 
the people of Iraq were merely sceptical and pedantic, asking vague questions such as: 
“How does that happen?” and “How is that?”23 It is obvious that SulaymÁn b. YasÁr 
favoured the Syrians over the Iraqis. This unconditional obedience was called at that 
                                                 
20 al-ShÁfiÝÐ, al-RisÁlah, 79-82. 
21 al-BarbahÁrÐ (attrib.), SharÎ al-Sunnah, 67. 
22 Ibid., 97. 
23 YaÝqÙb b. SufyÁn al-FasawÐ, al-MaÝrifah wa-al-tÁrÐkh, 2: 372. ول لزُنأ ناَوَخأ نم ،نصح نكسف امھدحأ ،ماشلا 
نكسو رخلآا ،قارعلا مث تيقل ،يماشلا هتدجول ركذي ةعاطلا رمأو ةعاطلا ،داھجلاو ولو تيقل ؛رخلآا هتدجول لأسي نع ؛هبّشلا لوقي :
كفي ءيش اذك ؟اذكو فيكو رملأا يف اذك ؟اذكو  
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time a Syrian Obedience (ÓÁÝah ShÁmÐyah).24 The Syrian Successor, who was the 
muftÐ of Damascus at his time, SulaymÁn b. MÙsÁ (d. 119/737) claimed that the 
perfect man is someone who combines the ÍijÁzÐ knowledge, the Iraqi behaviour and 
the ShÁmÐ obedience.25 A ÍimÒÐ tradition supported this unconditional obedience: 
even when one’s obedience contravened the SharÐÝah, people should obey their rulers 
and God would forgive their sins. The Prophet is said to have stated: 
 نأو ،ءارب هنم متنأو ،مھيلع وھف هب مكتآ مل امم ءيشب مكورمأ نإف ناك امھم مكءارمأ اوعيطأ
 مكبر متيقل اذإ مكنأب كلذو ،هيلع نورجؤتو هيلع نورجؤي مھنإف ،هب مكتئج امم ءيشب مكورمأ
 تفلختساو ،مھانعطأف ،ًلاسر انيلإ تلسرأ انبر :نولوقيف .ملظ لا :لوقيف ،ملظ لا انبر :متلق انيلع
ءارب هنم متنأو ،مھيلع وھو ،متقدص :لوقيف ،مھانعطأف ءارمأ انيلع ترمأو مھانعطأف ءافلخ 
Obey your rulers whatever happens. If they command you [to do] 
something which I did not bring to you [in the SharÐÝah], [the sin] is on 
them and you are blameless. And if they command you [to do] 
something that I brought to you [in the SharÐÝah], they will be requited 
and you be requited. Therefore, when you meet your God, say to Him: 
‘Our God, no injustice’, He will say: ‘No injustice’. Then you say: ‘Our 
God, you have sent to us Messengers, we obeyed them. Then you 
appointed caliphs, so we obeyed them, and then you appointed emirs, so 
we obeyed them’. God, then, says: ‘You said the truth, [the sin] is on 
them and you are blameless.’26  
 
This Syrian obedience was a subject of criticism and exaggeration among their 
opponents, especially the ShÐÝÐs. One story tells that MuÝÁwiyah ordered the people of 
Syria to pray the Friday prayer on Wednesdays, and that they obeyed.27 Another story 
is that, when the Syrian army besieged Ibn al-Zubayr in Mecca in 64/683, the KaÝbah 
was burned as a result of using ballista to attack Ibn al-Zubayr’s army. To justify their 
action, the Syrians said that:  نإةمرحلا ةعاطلا تبلغف اتعمتجا ةعاطلاو ةمرحلا  “Inviolability 
contradicted obedience, thus obedience overpowered forbiddance.”28 In addition, 
there is sufficient evidence to prove that ideas of unconditional obedience to the 
ÝAbbasid caliphs were widespread amongst the KhurÁsÁnian army at the time of the 
caliph al-ManÒÙr.29 Al-JÁÎiÛ, unlike Ibn YasÁr, related the obedience exhibited among 
the people of Syria to their stupidity, languidness and imitation (taqlÐd), whereas the 
people of Iraq challenged their rulers because they were people of intelligence and 
                                                 
24 ÑÁliÎ, MasÁÞil, 247; and see: Ibn TaymÐyah, MinhÁj al-Sunnah, 6: 430. 
25 Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, JÁmiÝ bayÁn al-Ýilm, 2: 824-25. اذإ ناك ملع لجرلا ،ًايزاجح هقلخو  ًايقارع هتعاطو ،ةيماش ]دقف 
لمك[  
26 Ibn AbÐ ÝÀÒim, al-Sunnah, 2: 708. 
27 al-MasÝÙdÐ, MurÙj al-dhahab, 3: 32. 
28 AÎmad b. IsÎÁq al-YaÝqÙbÐ, TÁrÐkh, 2: 251-52. 
29 ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn al-MuqaffaÝ, “al-RisÁlah fÐ al-ÑaÎÁbah”, 122-23. 
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determination, and were thus able to discover the faults of their rulers and criticise 
them.30   
Perhaps, as some modern scholars have suggested, the Syrians unconditional 
obedience, was not because they were stupid, but because of the nature of the Muslim 
community at the time of the Umayyads, when Muslims in Syria were a minority and 
under threat and were thus a military community; therefore, jihÁd and obedience were 
essential elements for their survival.31 For them, obedience had to be given, to avoid 
the greater evils of sedition and disorder.32 
However, it is evident that in ÍijÁz and Iraq during the Umayyad era, many people 
among the Salaf, not to mention KhÁrijÐs and QadarÐs,33 did not accept this doctrine of 
unconditional obedience. Instead they insisted that obedience to the rulers must be 
conditioned by being in goodness (maÝrÙf), not in sin, which meant that the orders of 
the SharÐÝah were given precedence over the orders of the rulers. Some traditions 
arose at that time to support this view. One of these stated that:  امنإ ،ﷲ ةيصعم يف ةعاط لا
فورعملا يف ةعاطلا “No obedience in disobedience to God; obedience is required only in 
what is good.”34 Another tradition said that:  ؛هرك وأ بحأ اميف ملسملا ءرملا ىلع ةعاطلاو عمسلا
ط لاو عمس لاف ؛ةيصعمب رُمأ اذإف ،ةيصعمب رمؤي ملامةعا  “A Muslim has to listen to and obey [the 
orders of his ruler] whether he likes it or not, as long as these orders do not involve 
one in disobedience [to God]; but if an act of disobedience [to God] is imposed, one 
should not listen to it or obey it.”35  
The Companion ÝUbÁdah b. al-ÑÁmit was asked: “What do you think if I obey my 
emir in all that he orders me?” ÝUbÁdah answered: “Then you will be taken by your 
                                                 
30 Ibn AbÐ al-ÍadÐd, SharÎ Nahj al-balÁghah, 1: 343. ةلعلا يف نايصع لھأ قارعلا ىلع ءارملأا عاطوة لھأ ماشلا نأ 
لھأ قارعلا لھأ رظن ووذو نطف ةبقاث عمو ةنطفلا رظنلاو نوكي بيقنتلا ثحبلاو، عمو بيقنتلا ثحبلاو نوكي نعطلا حدقلاو حيجرتلاو 
نيب لاجرلا زييمتلاو نيب ءاسؤرلا راھظإو بويع ءارملأا. لھأو ماشلا ووذ ةدلاب ديلقتو دومجو ىلع يأر دحاو لا نوري رظنلا لاو 
لأسينو نع بيغم لاوحلأا .امو لاز قارعلا  ًافوصوم هلھأ ةلقب ةعاطلا قاقشلابو ىلع يلوأ ةسائرلا  
31 RiÃwÁn al-Sayyid, “al-JihÁd wa-al-jamÁÝah: dirÁsah fÐ dawr ÝulamÁÞ al-ShÁm fÐ takawwn madhhab 
Ahl al-Sunnah”, 207-30.  
32 Bernard Lewis, “On the Quietist and Activist traditions in Islamic political writing”, 142. 
33 As has been shown above during the Umayyad era the slogan “No obedience to the creature in 
disobedience of the Creator” was accepted among various Muslim groups, not only the KhÁrijÐs. 
Therefore, Lapidus was mistaken in his claim that “No obedience to the creature in disobedience of the 
Creator” is a KhÁrijÐ slogan that was only accepted in other circles at the beginning of the ÝAbbÁsÐd age. 
See “The Separation of state and religion”, 375. 
34 Al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎiÎ, kitÁb AkhbÁr al-ÁÎÁd, No. 7257; Muslim, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎiÎ, kitÁb al-
ImÁrah wa-al-maghÁzÐ, No. 1840. 
35 al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎiÎ, kitÁb al-AÎkÁm, No. 7199; Muslim, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÑaÎiÎ, kitÁb al-ImÁrah 
wa-al-maghÁzÐ, No. 1843. 
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legs (qawÁÞimuk) and you will be thrown into Hell.”36 ShaddÁd b. Aws, another 
Companion, once covered his head and wept. When was asked about the reason for 
his crying, ShaddÁd said:  ُأ ﷲ ةعاطب اورمأ اذإ نيذلا ،مكئاسؤر لبق نم مكيلع فاخأ امنإ اذإو ،اوعيط
 ُأ ﷲ ةيصعمب اورمأاوعيط  “I am only worried about you because of your leaders. If they 
commanded in obedience of God, they will be obeyed; and if they command evil 
deeds, they will be obeyed.”37 Other reports rejecting this unconditional obedience 
were to be found among the Iraqi Successors, such as al-Íasan al-BaÒrÐ, al-ShaÝbÐ and 
YÙnus b. ÝUbayd.38 More interestingly, some Umayyad caliphs such as ÝUmar b. ÝAbd 
al-ÝAzÐz and YazÐd III stated in their speech immediately after becoming caliphs:  اھيأ
ﷲ ةيصعم يف قولخمل ةعاط لا هنإ ،سانلا “O people, no obedience to the creature in 
disobedience of God.”39  
However, at the beginning of the ÝAbbÁsid period, Ibn al-MuqaffaÝ, the author and 
secretary (kÁtib) of Persian origin, rejected both the previous doctrines of obedience to 
rulers. In a memorandum to the caliph al-ManÒÙr, he stated that the idea of 
unconditional obedience was leading people to commit forbidden things (muÎarramÁt) 
and to consider them lawful, and that those people who said: “No obedience to the 
creature in disobedience to the Creator. Obedience is required only in what is good” 
were also wrong, because all creatures had to be obeyed when they commanded what 
was right and disobeyed when they command what was wrong; thus all people would 
be equal and no credit would be given to the rulers. According to Ibn al-MuqaffaÝ, the 
correct opinion was that no obedience was due to the ruler in disobedience to God, but 
this did not cancel the obligation to obedience in general. Ibn al-MuqaffaÝ 
distinguished between two kinds of obedience: religious and political. There was no 
obedience to the ruler in violation of what was strictly obligatory (ÝazÁÞim al-farÁÞiÃ) 
and fixed punishments (ÎudÙd), but the rulers must still be obeyed in other matters 
(and no one else should be obeyed in such matters), such as politics (tadbÐr), 
governing the state, warfare, economic policy, law enforcement and applying analogy 
                                                 
36 Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-IstidhkÁr, 14: 37. 
37 MuÎammad b. AÎmad Ibn Rushd, al-BayÁn wa-al-taÎÒÐl, 16: 362. 
38 Ibn BaÔÔah, al-IbÁnah, 171; for a different view narrated from al-ShaÝbÐ, see: Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh 
Dimashq, 45: 376.  
39 ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn ÝAbd al-Íakam, SÐrah ÝUmar b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz, 42-43; Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 
45: 171-72; al-JÁÎiÛ, al-BayÁn wa-al-tabyÐn, 2: 142. 
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in the absence of the evidence from the Book and the Sunnah.40 Neither al-ManÒÙr nor 
the ÝulamÁÞ considered his opinion to be valid, and so the advanced theory of Ibn al-
MuqaffaÝ disappeared with his unfortunate execution.  
From the third A.H./second part of the ninth century, the traditionalists included in 
their creeds an article on obedience to rulers. It was common for them to write in their 
creeds that one of the principles of the people of the Sunnah was “Listen and be 
obedient to the imÁms and the commanders of the faithful, regardless of their being 
pious or sinner.”41 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal insisted on the importance of obedience to the 
rulers, and commanded it.42 When he was asked about obedience to the sultan (i.e., 
caliph), he was surprised and said: ؟ناطلسلا !ﷲ ناحبس .يغبنت .ناطلسلا ﷲ افاع “God keep the 
sultan in good health! It is required. Glory to God! [Obedience to] the sultan [can be 
questioned]?”43 A few years before his death, AÎmad was accused of giving refuge to 
an ÝAlawÐ (i.e., someone of ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib’s lineage), who was leading a rebellion 
against the ÝAbbÁsÐ caliph al-Mutawakkil. AÎmad said to the caliph’s messengers, 
who were investigating the accusation:  ىرأ هتعاط يف رسعلا ،رسيلاو طشنملاو هركملاو  يلع ةرثأو
 “I believe in obeying him [i.e., the caliph] in difficult times and in ease, and when I 
am active and at the time when I am constrained, and [even if the caliph] disfavours 
me.”44 It is worth noting that in his answer AÎmad used the exact words that had been 
narrated in traditions about obedience to rulers.45  
Evidently, the concept of obedience to the rulers was not a point of disagreement 
among the people of the Sunnah, but presumably, up to the time of the Inquisition, 
SunnÐs held different views about the limits of the obedience that was due to them. In 
                                                 
40 Ibn al-MuqaffaÝ, “RisÁlah fÐ al-ÑaÎÁbah”, 122-23; and, see: Lapidus, “The Separation of State and 
Religion”, 376-77; Heck Paul, “Law in ÝAbbÁsid political thought from Ibn al-MuqaffaÝ (d. 139/756) to 
QudÁma b. JaÝfar (d. 337/948)”, 94-99. 
41 See for example: AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (attrib.) Creed III; AbÙ ZurÝah and AbÙ ÍÁtim, Creed, in al-
LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah, 1: 199, 204 (this creed was translated in Abrahamov, Islamic 
theology, 54-57); al-ÓaÎÁwÐ, BayÁn iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah wa al-JamÁÝah; al-BarbahÁrÐ (attrib.), SharÎ 
al-Sunnah, 77; Ibn BaÔÔah, al-SharÎ wa-al-ibÁnah, 307. 
42 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 74-75. 
43 Ibid, 1:75-76. 
44 Íanbal, Dhikr,  75, 83-84; ÑÁliÎ, Sirat, 89-90; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 82; Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 
4787. 
45 An example of this is the tradition that AÎmad narrated in al-Musnad, 5: 322, on the authority of 
ÝUbÁdah b. al-ÑÁmit, who claimed that the Prophet said: “It is obligatory for you to listen to the ruler 
and obey him in adversity and prosperity, in pleasure and displeasure, and even when another person is 
given preference over you.” 
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other words, were people required to obey rulers in religious matters as well as in 
politics? And did rulers have the right to decide the correct religious belief? And if 
they do so, were people required to obey them? The MiÎnah shows two trends among 
the traditionalists regarding this matter. When al-MaÞmÙn sent the MiÎnah’s letter to 
IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm, his governor in Baghdad, in 218/833, he asked his subjects to obey 
their caliph because the special knowledge of God inspired his caliphs. In addition to 
those who took cover under taqÐyah (compliance with a demand under duress), two 
trends could be identified among the traditionalists who were interrogated. The first 
group made it clear that if the Commander of the Faithful ordered them to say the 
QurÞÁn was created, then it was a matter of al-samÝ wa-al-ÔÁÝah (to listen and obey).46 
However, it is not clear whether this group believed that the caliph had the right do 
identify the correct belief because he was more knowledgeable than his subjects,47 or 
whether one had to obey him even if his belief was false.48 
The second group, including AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, refused to accept the caliph’s 
doctrine. For this group the caliphs did not have the right to decide which belief was 
correct. The caliphs and the ÝulamÁÞ had to submit their disagreement to the authority 
of the Book and the Sunnah. But as has been shown above, the ÝulamÁÞ alone had the 
right to interpret the Book and the Sunnah; which meant that the people with 
knowledge of the QurÞÁn and the Sunnah could decide on the correct belief. Those 
knowledgeable people were the traditionalists, who knew the Book and the Sunnah 
better than anyone else. As noted, AÎmad strongly supported the idea of obedience to 
the rulers; yet he insisted that obedience should not be given in cases of disobedience 
to God.49 Furthermore he applied this doctrine at the time of the Inquisition, when he 
refused to accept the caliphs’ orders to declare that the QurÞÁn was created.  
Not only did AÎmad refuse to accept the false doctrine of the caliphs, but he also 
abandoned the traditionalists who obeyed the caliphs in this matter, even though some 
of them used taqÐyah (dissembling of faith). Until he died, AÎmad did not talk to, or 
attend the funerals of, traditionalists who had answered at the Inquisition. 
                                                 
46 al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 8: 638. 
47 This is what was understood from AbÙ ÍassÁn al-ZiyÁdÐ’s statement (Ibid., 8: 638) and al-MaÞmÙn’s 
statement on ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ MuqÁtil (Ibid., 8: 641). 
48 Ibid., (8: 638). 
49 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 75; and Creed I. 
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Traditionalists who had been his close friends, such as YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn, AbÙ NaÒr al-
TammÁr and AbÙ Khaythamah, were repudiated by AÎmad as a result of their 
acceptance of a false belief, even though they had done so under threat.50 Perhaps as a 
result of AÎmad’s strong opposition to the caliphs’ interpretations and his hostility 
towards traditionalists who had complied in the Inquisition, the idea of unconditional 
obedience to the rulers diminished in popularity. Hence, from the second half of the 
third A.H./ninth century SunnÐ creeds took care to indicate that obedience to the rulers 
must not result in disobedience to God.51 
5.4. Performing religious duties behind or with the rulers 
Some religious duties, such as praying behind the rulers, giving them alms, and going 
to jihÁd with them were signs of an individual’s attitude towards the legitimacy of 
these rulers. ShÐÝÐs, KhÁrijÐs, QadarÐs and MuÝtazilÐs did not perform these duties with 
unjust, sinful or illegitimate rulers. On the other hand, the traditionalists insisted on 
undertaking these duties with the rulers, regardless of their being pious or sinful, in 
order to preserve the unity of the Muslims. The Umayyad caliphs and emirs used to 
delay performing the Friday prayer, until the time for it had passed, and demanded 
that people not previously perform the prayer at home.52 This was evidently a major 
issue during the Umayyad era.53   
However, for the early traditionalists, two trends were identified: the first included the 
Iraqis( the Kufans and the majority of Basrans) all of whom used to pray at home on 
time, and then attend the later prayer with the rulers, and when they testified they 
equivocated as a taqÐyah. As one might expect, this trend narrated traditions from the 
Prophet to support its view.54 The second trend was the ÍijÁzÐs and a minority of 
Basrans, who prayed behind the rulers even though the time of the prayer had expired. 
                                                 
50 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 512-29. 
51 al-ÓaÎÁwÐ, BayÁn iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah wa al-JamÁÝah; IsmÁÝÐl b. YaÎyÁ al-MuzanÐ, SharÎ al-Sunnah, 
85; al-BarbahÁrÐ (attrib.), SharÎ al-Sunnah, 79; ÝAbd AllÁh b. MuÎammad Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, 
LumÝah al-iÝtiqÁd, 
52 AbÙ ZurÝah al-DimashqÐ, TÁrÐkh, 681; YÙsuf b. ÝUmar Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-TamhÐd limÁ fÐ al-
MuwaÔÔÁÞ min al-maÝÁnÐ wa-al-asÁnÐd,  8: 62-63. 
53 MuÎammad b. NaÒr al-MarwazÐ, TaÝÛÐm qadr al-ÒalÁh, 2: 971-72, Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-TamhÐd, 8: 62. 
54 Ibn AbÐ Shaybah, al-MuÒannaf, 3: 374-77; al-MarwazÐ, TaÝÛÐm qadr al-ÒalÁh, 2: 973-75; Ibn ÝAbd al-
Barr, al-TamhÐd, 8: 63-66.  
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For them, this obedience was because people had to preserve the Muslim community 
(al-JamÁÝah), and they needed to fulfil their pledge of loyalty to the rulers. But what 
was the sin in delaying the time of prayer? The answer was that it was a sin on the 
part of the rulers not of the people.55 However, it should be noted that both trends 
believe that praying behind the rulers was an obligation, and those who did not pray 
behind them were innovators.56 
The traditionalists related Îadiths on the authority of the Companions to prove this 
doctrine. Ibn ÝUmar prayed behind al-ÍajjÁj b. YÙsuf and behind the KhÁrijÐ Najdah 
al-ÍarÙrÐ,57 while AbÙ AyyÙb al-AnÒÁrÐ went to jihÁd with YazÐd b. MuÝÁwiyah.58 The 
Successors, students of Ibn MasÝÙd, prayed behind al-MukhtÁr b. ÝUbayd’s Friday 
prayers.59 Hence, it is clear that since the third A.H./ninth century, the traditionalists 
had included the article of performing religious duties behind or with the rulers in 
their creeds.60 
For the traditionalists, Friday prayer, the prayer of Two Feasts (ÒalÁt al-ÝÏdayn) and 
Pilgrimage were performed for the whole community in one place (whether people 
prayed on Fridays and Feast days in one place in each city, or whether all Muslims 
went on Pilgrimage together in one place at the same time). Hence, a Muslim should 
not abandon the duty, nor divide the community, and hence he must fulfil these duties 
with the rulers. And yet, with respect to other prayers, such as everyday prayers, one 
should perform them behind a pious imÁm.61 In a creed attributed to SufyÁn al-
ThawrÐ, he was claimed to have said to his disciple: 
  
 ،بيعش اي اي :نايفسل تلقف :بيعش لاق .رجافو رب لك فلخ ةلاصلا ىرت ىتح تبتك ام كعفني لا
 امأو ،تكردأ نم فلخ ﱢلص نيديعلاو ةعمجلا ةلاص نكلو ؛لا :لاق ؟اھلك ةلاصلا ،ﷲ دبع ابأ
ةعامجلاو ةنسلا لھأ نم هنأ ملعتو هب قثت نم فلخ لاإ ﱢلصت لا ،رﱠيخم تنأف كلذ رئاس  
                                                 
55 This meaning was indicated in two traditions attributed the Prophet, one is a ÍijÁzÐ and the other is a 
BaÒrÐ tradition. See: AbÙ DÁwÙd, al-Sunan, KitÁb al-ÒalÁt, BÁb idhÁ akhkhar al-imÁm al-ÒalÁt Ýan al-
waqt, Nos. 431-34; Ibn ÝAbd al-Barr, al-TamhÐd, 8: 64-65; And see al-MarwazÐ, TaÝÛÐm qadr al-ÒalÁh, 
2: 972. 
56 See: al-DhahabÐ, Siyar, 7: 363, 364. 
57 MuÎammad b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn AbÐ Zamanayn, UÒÙl al-Sunnah, 284; AÎmad b. al-Íusayn al-
BayhaqÐ, al-Sunan al-KubrÁ, 3: 122. 
58 al-AÒfahÁnÐ, al-Íujjah fÐ bayÁn al-maÎajjah, 2: 392. 
59 Ibn AbÐ Zamanayn, UÒÙl al-Sunnah, 284. 
60 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal (attrib.), Creed I, II, III, IV, V and VI; AbÙ ÍÁtim and AbÙ ZurÝah, “IÝtiqÁd”, in 
al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah, 1: 199, 204. 
61 For the traditionalists’ doctrine see: IbrÁhÐm al-RuÎaylÐ, Mawqif ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-jamÁÝah min 
ahl al-ahwÁÞ wa-albidaÝ, 1: 343-72. 
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O ShuÝayb, what you have written [of the principles of the Sunnah] will 
not do you good unless you hold the correct opinion as to pray behind 
every [Muslim regardless of him being] pious or sinful. ShuÝayb asked 
his master: “O AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [i.e., SufyÁn]: all the prayers?” SufyÁn 
answered: “No, only the prayers for the Two Feasts and the Friday 
prayer, you must pray [behind whoever leads them]. In all other prayers, 
you are in a position of choice: do not pray but behind whom you trust, 
and know him to be from the people of the Sunnah.”62  
 
An important issue regarding praying behind sinful or innovator rulers should be 
noted here: is it lawful to repeat the prayers that have been recited behind a sinful or 
an innovator ruler? Three different reports were narrated from AÎmad, reflecting the 
disagreement among the traditionalists regarding this issue.63 The first is that, one 
should pray behind them and re-perform this prayer again after that. This idea was 
narrated from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal through his son ÝAbd AllÁh,64 his cousin Íanbal,65 
and his students ÝAbbÁs al-ÝAnbarÐ,66 AbÙ al-ÍÁrith,67 and AbÙ DÁwÙd.68 This view 
was also narrated from other traditionalists such as YaÎyÁ b. MaÝÐn, MuÝÁdh b. 
MuÝÁdh,69 and the author of SharÎ al-Sunnah.70 
Some other reports from AÎmad insist on performing prayers behind the sinful and 
innovator rulers without mentioning re-performing the prayers afterwards. This was 
narrated by Íarb b. IsmÁÝÐl,71 YÙsuf b. MÙsÁ,72 Creeds I, II, IV and VI. The third 
position narrated from AÎmad is found in Creed III:  ةزئاج ّهلاو نم فلخو هفلخ ةعمجلا ةلاصو
راثلآل كرات عدتبم وھف اھداعأ نم .نيتعكر ةمات ةنسلل فلاخم  “Praying Friday prayers behind [the 
ruler] and behind whomever he appoints is accepted and completed, two-bows. 
Whoever re-performs it is an innovator, forsaking the traditions and contravening the 
                                                 
62 al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ uÒÙl iÝtiqÁd ahl al-Sunnah, 1: 154. 
63 For these different reports see: AbÙ YaÝlÁ, al-MasÁÞil al-fiqhÐyah min KitÁb al-RiwÁyatayn wa-al-
wajhayn, 1: 172-73; MuÎammad b. AÎmad Ibn AbÐ MÙsÁ al-HÁshimÐ, al-IrshÁd ilÁ sabÐl al-rashÁd, 65-
6;  MuÎammad b. ÝAbd AllÁh al-SÁmarrÐ, al-MustawÝab, 1: 233-35; Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-
MughnÐ, 3: 22, 169-70. 
64 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 1: 103, 130. 
65 Íanbal, Dhikr, 69-70. 
66 Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-MughnÐ, 3: 169. 
67 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-fiqhÐyah, 1: 172. 
68 AbÙ DawÙd, MasÁÞil, 64. 
69 ÝAbd AllÁh, al-Sunnah, 1: 130; 2: 386. 
70 al-BarbahÁrÐ (attrib.), SharÎ al-Sunnah, 113. 
71 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-MasÁÞil al-fiqhÐyah, 1: 172. 
72 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 77; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 2: 568. 
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Sunnah.”73 This report is probably an exaggeration of some ‘pro-ruler’ traditionalists 
since it contradicts what AÎmad’s close disciples reported from him. In addition, it 
also contradicts what was reported about the practice of AÎmad himself. Íanbal b. 
IsÎÁq states that in the reign of al-WÁthiq, AÎmad used to pray the Friday prayers 
behind imÁms who declared that the QurÞÁn was created, and re-prayed when he 
returned home. Íanbal narrated from AÎmad that:  نم فلخ داعت ةلاصلاو ،اھلضفل ىتؤت ةعمجلا
ةلاقملا هذھب لاق “The Friday [prayer] must be attended due to its merit; and the prayer 
behind him who believes in this doctrine [i.e., the creation of the QurÞÁn], must be re-
performed.”74 Íanbal also noted that, at the time of al-WÁthiq, AÎmad used to pray 
the Friday prayer, and then re-pray it when he went home, but during the era of al-
Mutawakkil he performed the Friday prayer and counted it.75  
However, there was a story that when AÎmad was under interrogation at the caliph’s 
court, he prayed behind the JahmÐ judge MuÎammad Ibn SamÁÝah (d. 233/837-38), 
one of AÎmad’s interrogators, and it was not reported that he re-performed this 
prayer. Interestingly, the early ÍanbalÐ sources were confused and embarrassed about 
this story. Ibn al-JawzÐ narrated from ÑÁliÎ, in his biography of AÎmad, that the latter 
prayed behind Ibn SamÁÝah. The story did not reveal whether he re-performed the 
prayer afterwards.76 This story was modified in other versions of ÑÁliÎ’s biography, 
and in Íanbal. In these versions it was said that AÎmad prayed at IsÎÁq’s house 
without mentioning who led the prayer.77 
Regarding almsgiving, it was normally to be given to the collectors of taxes even 
though they were unjust. A report that is claimed to be narrated from Ibn ÝUmar says: 
اھيلعف مثأ نمو هسفنلف ّرب نمف ،مكرمأ ﷲ هلاو نم ىلإ مكلاومأ ةاكز اوعفدا “Pay your alms to your 
rulers; whoever was pious, it is for him; and whoever was sinful, it is against 
himself.”78 AÎmad supported giving the zakÁt to the rulers, as can found also in Creed 
I. For AÎmad, giving the zakÁt to the rulers, regardless of whether they were sinful or 
unjust, was completing the religious duty. To support his opinion, AÎmad reported 
                                                 
73 Apparently, Creed II was mixed with Creed III in: Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 229-39. Thus, this 
sentence was a part from Creed II instead of Creed III. 
74 Íanbal, Dhikr, 69. 
75 Ibid., 70. 
76 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 444.  
77 Íanbal, Dhikr, 60; ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 63. 
78 Ibn AbÐ Shaybah, al-MuÒannaf, 4: 253, and see ibid., 4: 252-57. 
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that Ibn ÝUmar was told ب نودلقي مھنإ :رمع نبلا ليقمھيلإ اھعفدإ :لاق .رمخلا اھب نوبرشيو ،بلاكلا اھ  
“[The rulers] spent [the zakÁt] on decorating dogs and drinking alcohol.” Ibn ÝUmar 
answered: “Give [the zakÁt] to them.”79   
The SunnÐ position about going to jihÁd with the rulers was more definitive. A large 
number of traditions from the Prophet, his Companions and their Successors insisted 
on the importance of performing jihÁd with the rulers, regardless of their being pious 
or sinful.80 Therefore, saving the Muslim nation from its distant enemy was more 
important than the religiosity of the rulers. When MuÎammad b. ÝAbd al-RaÎmÁn al-
NakhaÝÐ asked his father about the legitimacy of fighting with al-ÍajjÁj, his father 
answered: لاح ىلع داھجلا نوعدي لا اوناكو جاجحلل مكنم ًاضغب دشأ ًاماوقأ تكردأ دقل ،ينب اي “O my 
son, I have seen people hate al-ÍajjÁj more than you do [i.e., the Companions and the 
Successors] but they did not give up going to jihÁd anyway.”81 IbrÁhÐm al-NakhaÝÐ (d. 
96/714) states that the idea of not going to jihÁd with the rulers came from the Devil,82 
whose aim, apparently, was to save the infidels by discouraging people from going to 
jihÁd with unjust rulers. Creeds I, II, III, IV and VI included articles insisting on 
performing the jihÁd with the rulers, regardless of their being pious or sinner. Other 
reports from AÎmad Ibn Íanbal supported this view. The following story illustrates 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal's position: 
 ام ىتم :نولوقي نوجتحيو ،نوزغي لاو نودعقيف سوسرطب نونوكي موق نع ﷲ دبع ابأ تلأس
 ءلاؤھ ،ةدعقلا ءلاؤھ ،ءوس موق ءلاؤھ :ﷲ دبع وبأ لاق .سابعلا دلو ىلع ءيفلا رفون امنإ انوزغ
ثلا لھأو سوسرط نأ ول تيارأ :مھل لاقيف .ملعلاب ملع مھل لاو نوملعي اونوكي مل نإو ،لاھج روغ
ءوس موق ءلاؤھ ؟ملاسلإا بھذ دق ناك سيلأ ءلاؤھ هنع اوسلج امع اوسلج 
I asked AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] about some people in 
ÓarsÙs who sat down and did not go to fight. They said, “We only gain 
the fayÞ to the sons of al-ÝAbbÁs.” AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad Ibn Íanbal] 
said: “These are bad people. These are the sitters (QaÝadah). These are 
ignorant … if the people of ÓarsÙs and the people of al-Thughur leave 
what they have left [i.e., do not go to jihÁd with the rulers], will it not 
lead to the destruction of IslÁm? They are bad people.83 
 
 
                                                 
79 Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-MughnÐ, 4: 92-93. And see Ibid., 4: 92-95; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 
336. 
80 Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-MughnÐ, 11: 429-31,  
81 Ibid., 11: 430. 
82 Ibid; Ibn AbÐ Zamanayn, UÒÙl al-Sunnah, 290. 
83 Ibn HÁniÞ, MasÁÞil, 2: 102-3; Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-MughnÐ, 14: 14. 
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5.5.    For patience and against rebellion 
Until the second half of the third A.H./ninth century, both trends, activism and 
quietism, could be found in early Islamic traditionalists. In his well-known KitÁb al-
Fihrist, al-NadÐm states that  نب نايفس لثم ،نيثدحملا ءاھقفلا نم موق كلذكو ،ةيديز نيثدحملا ءاملع رثكأ
نيثدحملا ةلجو ،يروثلا نايفسو ةنييع “The majority of the traditionalists were ZaydÐs, as were 
also some of the traditionalist-jurisprudents such as SufyÁn b. ÝUyaynah, SufyÁn al-
ThawrÐ[84] and the outstanding traditionalists.”85 This means that the majority of the 
traditionalists in Iraq and ÍijÁz in the late second and early third A.H./eighth and 
ninth century were activists, since the ZaydÐs were well-known for supporting revolts 
against unjust or sinful rulers. However, it is evident that, among traditionalists, the 
idea of activism dwindled away in favour of quietism; by the second half of the third 
A.H./second half of the ninth century, quietism had become the formal doctrine of 
Sunnism. The outstanding traditionalist al-BukhÁrÐ (d. 256/870) states that he met 
with over one thousand traditionalists in ÍijÁz, Iraq, Syria (ShÁm), Egypt and 
KhurÁsÁn who had reached a consensus on the articles of belief. One of these articles 
was دمحم ةمأ يف فيسلا ىرن لاو “We do not accept the sword’s coercive power against the 
[Prophet] MuÎammad’s community”,86 which means they were quietists. Al-
BukhÁrÐ’s contemporaries, AbÙ ZurÝah (d. 264/878) and AbÙ ÍÁtim (d. 277/890), 
claimed in their creeds that they had met with scholars in all regions, ÍijÁz, Iraq, 
ShÁm and Yemen, who ةمئلأا ىلع جورخلا ىرن لاو “do not accept rebellion against the 
imÁms”.87 
Presumably there were several individuals behind this shift in the SunnÐ position. The 
first was the Companion Ibn ÝUmar, whose view on quietism was essential to 
understanding the SunnÐ doctrine; as SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ states  ةعامجلا يف رمع لوقب ذخأن
ةقرفلا يف هنبا لوقبو “We adhere to ÝUmar’s opinion in the time of unity, and to his son’s 
in the time of division.”88 Not involving oneself in internal fights between Muslims 
                                                 
84 Here SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ appeared to have been an activist, but AÎmad Ibn Íanbal recalled him as a 
leader of the quietists. See: al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 135-39. For having two different images of SufyÁn 
al-ThawrÐ and other ÝulamÁÞ, see: Cook, Commanding, 66-67.  
85 MuÎammad b. IsÎÁq al-NadÐm, al-Fihrist, 227  (I owe this reference to Christopher Melchert). 
86 al-LÁlakÁÞÐ, SharÎ, 1: 176. 
87 Ibid., 1: 177. 
88 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 138. 
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was a fundamental aspect of Ibn ÝUmar’s thought; when al-Íusayn b. ÝAlÐ and Ibn al-
Zubayr left Medina after their refusal to give allegiance to YazÐd I in 60/680, they met 
with Ibn ÝUmar who warned them not to divide the Muslim community.89 Ibn ÝUmar 
also warned people against fighting on either side of the civil war, as neither the 
rebels nor the rulers fought for religious reasons.90 At the time of war between Ibn al-
Zubayr and al-ÍajjÁj, a man asked Ibn ÝUmar which party he should fight with. Ibn 
ÝUmar answered: ىظل يفف تلُتقف تلتاق نيقيرفلا يأ عم “If you fought and killed, you would 
be burning in Hell (LaÛÁ), regardless of which party you fought with.”91  
Another example concerns the people of Medina, when they broke off their allegiance 
to YazÐd I and appointed Ibn MuÔÐÝ to govern the city. Ibn ÝUmar went to the latter and 
told him:  نم ًادي عزن نم :لوقي ... ﷲ لوسر تعمس ، ... ﷲ لوسر نم امھتعمس نيتملك كربخلأ تئج امنإ
لا موي ةجح هل نكت مل ةعاطةيلھاجلا ةتيم تومي هنإف ةعامجلل ًاقرافم تام نمو ،ةمايق  “I only came to you 
to inform you about a tradition I have heard from the Messenger of God…  I heard 
him saying: ‘One who withdraws his hand from obedience [to the caliph] will find no 
argument [in his defence] when he stands before God on the Day of Resurrection, and 
one who dies after leaving the Community, will die the death of one belonging to the 
days of ignorance’.”92 When the people of Medina insisted on their rebellion, Ibn 
ÝUmar gathered his family and sons to warn them against joining the rebels since they 
had given their allegiance to YazÐd I. Ibn ÝUmar then reported to his family that he 
had heard that the Prophet had said: “Every betrayer will have a flag which will be 
fixed on the Day of Resurrection, to say: ‘This is the betrayal of so and so’.” 
However, Ibn ÝUmar added, after polytheism, “the worst betrayal… is someone 
pledging allegiance to a man [i.e., caliph]… then abandoning it.”93 Unlike those who 
had not been involved in the first civil war, such as SaÝd Ibn AbÐ WaqqÁÒ and 
MuÎammad b. Maslamah, Ibn ÝUmar not only avoided the Fitnah, but also warned 
strongly against it.  
                                                 
89 Ibn SaÝd, ÓabaqÁt, 5: 360; al-ÓabarÐ, TÁrÐkh, 5: 343. 
90 al-Íusayn b. MasÝÙd al-BaghawÐ, MaÝÁlim al-tanzÐl, 1: 214. لاق لجر نبلا رمع :فيك ىرت يف لاتق ؟ةنتفلا لاقف 
]نبا رمع :[لھ يردت ام ؟ةنتفلا ناك دمحم  ...لتاقي ،نيكرشملا ناكو لوخدلا مھيلع ،ةنتف سيلو مكلاتقب ىلع كلملا . 
91 MuÎammad b. ÝAbd AllÁh al-ÍÁkim al-NaysÁbÙrÐ, al-Mustdrak ÝalÁ al-ÑaÎÐÎayn, 4: 471. 
92 AÎmad, al-Musnad, 2: 98. 
93 Ibid., 2: 49. امل علخ لھأ ةنيدملا ديزي نب ةيواعم عمج نبا رمع همشح هدلوو لاقو:ينإ تعمس لوسر ﷲ  ...لوقي " :بصني لكل 
رداغ ءاول موي ةمايقلانلاف نب نلاف ةردغ هذھ :لاقيو ، :"ّانإو انعياب اذھ لجرلا ىلع ةعيب ﷲ هلوسرو ، ينإو لا ملعأ  ًاردغ مظعأ نم نأ 
عيابي لجر ىلع ةعيب ﷲ هلوسرو مث بصني هل لاتقلا  
188 
 
 
After Ibn ÝUmar came the Basran Successor, MuÔarrif Ibn al-ShikhkhÐr (d. 95/713-14), 
who played an important role at the time of the rebellion of Ibn al-AshÝath (81-
83/700-2). According to al-ÝIjlÐ (d. 261/874-75), all the men of Basra and Kufa joined 
the camp of Ibn al-AshÝath in his fitnah; MuÔÔarrif Ibn al-ShikhkhÐr and MuÎammad b. 
SÐrÐn from Basra, and Khaythamah al-JuÝfÐ and IbrÁhÐm al-NakhaÝÐ from Kufa were 
the only individuals who did not get involved in this revolt.94 This means that most of 
al-salaf of the SunnÐs in Iraq during that era were activists, not quietists. However, 
MuÔarrif vociferously warned the people against rebellion,95 and in addition to seeking 
communal unity and warning against the harmful consequences of the fitnah, noted 
that rebellion was without merit for the people, regardless of who might win. It was 
reported that when MuÔarrif was informed about Ibn al-AshÝath’s revolt, he said: “If 
he [Ibn al-AshÝath] was victorious, he would not stand with the doctrine of God’s 
religion. And if he was defeated, they [Ibn al-AshÝath and his army], would be servile 
[under the Umayyad’s control] until the Day of Resurrection.”96  
The Umayyad governor of Iraq, al-ÍajjÁj, took revenge on those who had joined Ibn 
al-AshÝath’s troops or supported him; he killed hundreds of the Successors and 
humiliated some of the Companions such as Anas b. MÁlik. After the disastrous end 
to Ibn al-AshÝath’s rebellion, the balance shifted from SunnÐ activism to quietism. 
However, while the majority of SunnÐs became quietists, activism continued among 
others. Some of the SunnÐs took part in, or at least supported the rebellions of, 
MuÎammad b. al-Íasan (al-Nafs al-ZakÐyah) and his brother IbrÁhÐm. Among them 
were AbÙ ÍanÐfah, MÁlik b. Anas and some of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s teachers, such as 
YazÐd b. HÁrÙn and Hushaym b. SaÝÐd.97 Al-ShÁfiÝÐ was also reported to be an 
activist.98 
                                                 
94 AÎmad b. ÝAbd AllÁh al-ÝIjlÐ, MaÝrifat al-thiqÁt, 2: 282. 
95 For MuÔarrif’s position against Ibn al-AshÝath’s revolt, see: ÝAlÐ al-ÑayyÁÎ, Min siyar ÝulamÁÞ al-salaf 
Ýind al-fitan: MuÔarrif b. ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-ShikhkhÐr namÙdhajÁn. 
96 Ibn AbÐ Shaybah, al-MuÒannaf, 6: 206.  لا هيلع َرُِھظ نئلو .نيد  موقي لا [ثعشلأا نبا] رھظ نئل :نارمأ ينبار دقل ﷲو
ةمايقلا موي ىلإ ةلذأ نولازي 
97 For a list of people who joined or supported these rebellions see: (AbÙ al-Faraj) ÝAlÐ b. al-Íusayn al-
AÒbahÁni, MaqÁtil al-ÓÁlibÐyÐn, 244-61, 304-29. Also see: Amikam Elad, “The Rebellion of 
MuÎammad b. ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-Íasan”, 147-99; Zaman, Religion, 73-74. 
98 al-NadÐm, al-Fihrist, 263, and see: Zaman, Religion, 78 fn 32. 
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It was probably with AÎmad Ibn Íanbal that the final position in making quietism the 
formal SunnÐ doctrine was established. In doing so, he employed a variety of methods 
to formulate this doctrine. For example: 
1. AÎmad strongly supported the doctrines of quietism. His pupil al-MarrÙdhÐ 
reported that AÎmad demanded that bloodshed and rebellion be halted,99 since such 
civil unrest was not safe for the people. Thus, being patiently subordinate to one’s 
rulers was better for one’s religion and security.100 
2. By the beginning of the third A.H./ninth century, there existed among 
traditionalists two types of Prophetic traditions, some of which supported the 
doctrines of quietism while the others supported activism. AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s 
method, as noted by al-KhallÁl,101 was to accept the traditions of condemning 
rebellion and the traditions calling for the saving of Muslims’ blood; and to reject the 
other traditions that called for revolutions against unjust or sinful rulers. AÎmad was 
asked about a tradition attributed to the Prophet which said:  .مكل اوماقتسا ام شيرقل اوميقتسا
مھءارضخ اوديبأو مكقتاوع ىلع مكفويس اوعضف ؛اولعفي مل نإف “Stand upright before the Quraysh as 
long as they stand up to you. If they do not, then you [have to] put your swords upon 
your shoulders and exterminate them all.” According to several reports, AÎmad 
rejected this tradition since it contradicted other sound traditions such as, “Listen and 
obey, even if it was a black slave”; “Listening and obeying”; and “Unless they 
perform prayers”.102  
Another example was that a tradition accepted as sound by many traditionists 
(including al-BukhÁrÐ and Muslim) stated that the Prophet had said: “This people of 
Quraysh will destroy my nation.” The Companions asked him: “What, then, do you 
order us to do?” The Prophet replied: “People should retreat from them.”103 Al-
MarrÙdhÐ claimed that AÎmad stated: “This is a bad tradition”, then adding, as 
suggested by al-MarrÙdhÐ, “These MuÝtazilÐs rely on it” for not attending Friday 
                                                 
99 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 133, 140. 
100 Ibid., 1: 140. 
101 Ibid. 
102 al-KhallÁ, Sunnah, 1: 126-30; Ibn QudÁmah al-MaqdisÐ, al-Muntakhab,   
103 al-BukhÁrÐ, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÒaÎÐÎ, Kitab al-Fitan BÁb Qaul al-nabÐ…: “HalÁku ummatÐ ÝalÁ yadaÐ 
ughaylimah sufahÁÞ, No. 6649; Muslim, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÒaÎÐÎ, Kitab al-Fitan wa-ashrÁÔ al-sÁÝah, Taqtlu 
ÝAmmÁran al-fiÞat al-bÁghÐyah, No. 2917. 
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prayers.104 Interestingly, this tradition was included in the Musnad of AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal,105 but ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad claimed that:  برضا :هيف تام يذلا هضرم يف يبأ لاق
اوربصاو اوعيطأو اوعمسا :هلوق ينعي ... يبنلا نع ثيداحلأا فلاخ هنإف ،ثيدحلا اذھ ىلع “On his 
deathbed, my father ordered me ‘[to] get rid of this tradition, because it contradicts 
other Prophetical traditions.’ He meant [the Prophet’s] saying: ‘Listen, obey and stand 
patient’.”106 Apparently, ÝAbd AllÁh did not follow his father’s demand. 
3. AÎmad also criticised activist salaf and traditionalists. He disagreed with SaÝÐd 
b. Jubayr (d. 95/714), as the latter was a famous activist Successor who was executed 
as a result of his involvement in Ibn al-AshÝath’s revolt.107  When AÎmad was asked 
about a ZaydÐ activist, al-Íasan Ibn Íayy (d. 167/783), He said:  لاو ،فيسلا ىري ناك
هنم انيلإ بحأ نايفسو ،هبھذم ىضري “He [i.e., Ibn Íayy] believes in [using] the sword 
[against unjust rulers], and this is not accepted. However, SufyÁn [al-ThawrÐ] is more 
to be preferred than he is.”108 Interestingly, it became a commonplace for quietist 
traditionalists to criticise activists by accusing them of “believing in [using] the 
sword.”109  
4. In addition AÎmad aimed to rewrite the revolutionary history of the SunnÐs by 
hiding or at least minimising it. As indicated above, AÎmad, along with other quietist 
traditionalists, attempted to reduce the number of the Companions and Successors 
who were involved in the first civil war;110 at the same time he criticised 
traditionalists, recalled the events of the fitnah, and named the Companions and the 
Successors who had been involved in these events.111 In AÎmad’s time, the famous 
(ShÁfiÝÐ?) jurisprudent, al-Íusayn al-KarÁbÐsÐ (d. 248/862) wrote his book al-
MudallisÙn (Distorters), in which he attacked al-AÝmash and defended al-Íasan Ibn 
Íayy. When he was asked about this book, especially the part on Ibn Íayy, in which 
al-KarÁbÐsÐ had written: “If you say al-Íasan b. ÑÁliÎ [Ibn Íayy] believed in the 
KhÁrijÐ doctrine, [we will say] here is Ibn al-Zubayr who revolted”, AÎmad 
                                                 
104 al-MarrÙdhÐ, al-WaraÝ, 42-43. ركُذو يبلأ دبع ﷲ ثيدح" ....ول نأ سانلا مھولزتعا ."لاق :وھ ثيدح ءيدر .هاُرأ لاق :
ءلاؤھ ةلزتعملا نوجتحي هب .يينع :يف كرت روضح ةعمجلا  
105 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, al-Musnad, 2: 301. 
106 Ibid,; and see: Ibn QudÁmah, al-Muntakhab, 163. 
107 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 131. 
108 Ibid., 1: 135-36; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 142. For al-Íasan Ibn Íayy and his activism opinion, 
see: Cook, Commanding right, 51. 
109 For example see: ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad, al-Sunnah, 1: 182. 
110 See: Chapter III. 
111 Ibid. 
191 
 
 
commented that: “This [man] collects for our adversaries what they cannot do for 
themselves. Warn [people] against this [book].”112 Interestingly, some quietist 
traditionalists used another method to deal with activist history amongst the Salaf. For 
instance, AyyÙb al-SukhtuyÁnÐ recalled the qurrÁÞ who had joined Ibn al-AshÝath in 
his rebellion, and stated that those who joined him and survived the revolt regretted 
their involvement in the insurgence.113  
Another example can be found in the works of the famous traditionalist NuÝaym b. 
ÍammÁd al-MarwazÐ (d. 228/843), whose book al-Fitan included a chapter about  باب
اھئاضقنا دعبو ةنتفلا يف مھريغو ... يبنلا باحصأ نم موقلا ةمادن نم ركذي ام “What is narrated 
regarding the regret of the Companions and others at the time of the fitnah and after 
it.”114 In this chapter, NuÝaym b. ÍammÁd narrated a number of reports from 
preeminent Companions, such as ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib, ÝÀÞishah, ÓalÎah, al-Zubayr and 
ÝAmmÁr b. YÁsir which stated that they regretted their involvement in the Fitnah. One 
of these reports claimed that al-Íasan b. ÝAlÐ told SulaymÁn b. Ñurad:  نيح ًايلع تيأر دقل
ةنس نيرشعب اذھ لبق تم نأ تددول !نسح اي :لوقيو يب ذولي لاتقلا دتشا “I saw [my father] ÝAlÐ, 
during the fighting; he came to me and said: ‘O Íasan! I wish I had died twenty years 
earlier than this’.”115  
5. In practice, AÎmad himself refused to join the revolutionaries. In 231/846, 
during the Inquisition in the reign of al-WÁthiq, some of the SunnÐs in Baghdad led by 
AÎmad b. NaÒr al-KhuzÁÝÐ (killed 231/846), one of the leaders of al-MuÔÔawwiÝah 
movement,116 planned to take over the city. Some of the scholars (fuqahÁÞ) who joined 
the rebels visited AÎmad in order to convince him to join the revolt. They told him: 
“O AbÙ ÝAbd AllÁh [AÎmad], this issue [i.e., the belief in the creation of the QurÞÁn] 
spread and was exacerbated”. Another report gave a more detailed account of what 
                                                 
112 Ibn Rajab, SharÎ ÝIlal al-TirmidhÐ, 2: 806-7. لاق يذورملا :تيضم ىلإ ،يسيباركلا وھو ذإ كاذ روتسم بذي نع 
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دبع ﷲ .لاقف يل :نإ ابأ دبع ﷲ لجر حلاص هلثم قفوي ةباصلإ ،قحلا دقو تيضر نأ ضرعي يباتك ،هيلع لاقو :دق ينلأس وبأ روث نباو 
،ليقع شيبحو نأ برضأ ىلع اذھ باتكلا   ُتيبأف يلع،مھ تلقو :لب ديزأ هيف .جلو يف ،كلذ ىبأو نأ عجري ،هنع ءيجف باتكلاب ىلإ يبأ 
دبع ﷲ وھو لا يردي نم عضو ،باتكلا ناكو يف باتكلا نعطلا ىلع ،شمعلأا ةرصنلاو نسحلل نب ،حلاص ناكو يف باتكلا نإ متلق :نإ 
نسحلا نب حلاص ناك ىري يأر جراوخلا ، اذھف نبا ريبزلا دق جرخ !ملفا ءىرق ىلع يبأ دبع ﷲ لاق :دق اذھ عمج نيفلاخملل ام مل 
اونسحي نأ اوجتحي هب اورذح نع ،اذھ ىھنو هنع  
113 Ibn SaÝd, al-ÓabaqÁt, 7: 187; al-FasawÐ, al-MaÝrifah wa-al-tÁrÐkh, 2: 52. 
114 NuÝaym b. ÍammÁd al-MarwazÐ, al-Fitan, 78-94. 
115 Ibid., 80. 
116 About this movement, see: Lapidus, “the Separation of State and Religion”, 372-4; Madelung, “The 
Vigilante Movement of Sahl b. SalÁma”, 331-37; Van Ess, Theologie, 3:173–75, 448. 
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worried them most: the state’s proposal to force the doctrine of the QurÞÁn being 
taught to schoolchildren. AÎmad said: “So, what do you want to do?” They replied: 
“We would like to consult you as we do not accept his [i.e., al-WÁthiq’s] rule or 
sovereignty.” AÎmad then argued with them for a while, and said: “You would rather 
condemn [this heresy] in your hearts, but do not remove your hand from obedience, 
divide the unity of Muslims, or shed your blood and Muslim blood with yours. Look 
at the consequence of your action! You should wait until the pious rest [by their 
death] or the sinful [i.e., the caliph] are rested.”117  
Others among them warned AÎmad, saying that: “We are concerned about our 
children, as they will only know this [false doctrine of the created QurÞÁn], 
consequently, Islam will be expunged.” AÎmad objected saying: “No, God is 
supporting his religion, and this matter has God to support it, and Islam remains 
influential and impregnable.”   Obviously, both sides could not convince each other, 
and the rebels left AÎmad, who then relayed his disagreement with the rebels to his 
family. AÎmad stated that rebellion was wrong because it was against the traditions 
that commanded people to be patient in response to unjust rulers, and quoted the 
Prophet’s sayings: “If he [i.e., the ruler] beats you, you should remain patient; if he 
deprives you, you should remain patient….”118  
AÎmad also advised one of his students against joining these rebels and said: “Glory 
to God; [shedding] blood! [shedding] blood! I do not consent nor do I command it; to 
observe patience in our situation is better than sedition (fitnah) that causes the 
shedding of blood, the plundering of wealth, and violations of prohibitions (i.e., 
raping women).” AÎmad then asked his student: “Do you remember what people were 
[suffering from] at the time of the fitnah (i.e., in Baghdad after al-AmÐn was killed 
and until al-MaÞmÙn’s arrival)?” His student asked again: “[But what about] people 
now, are they not in fitnah?” Obviously, the student meant the Inquisition and its 
threat to people’s beliefs. AÎmad explained to him that the Inquisition was a fitnah in 
a specific matter, but when violence was used, the fitnah would become generalised 
                                                 
117 Íanbal, Dhikr, 70-72; al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 133-4. 
118 This story was narrated by Íanbal b. IsÎÁq who was an eyewitness. However, we have two versions 
of Íanbal’s report. Íanbal, Dhikr, 70-72, al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 133-34;  
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and collective security would be lost. AÎmad concluded by recommending that the 
student be patient for the good of his religion.119   
Perhaps the move of AÎmad b. NaÒr al-KhuzÁÝÐ reflects the religious concerns of the 
SunnÐ upper-classes in Baghdad at the third A.H./ninth century. Al-KhuzÁÝÐ came 
from the ÝAbbÁsid aristocracy; his grandfather was one of the leaders (duÝÁh) of the 
ÝAbbÁsid mission, and he and his family were very wealthy. His assistants, who were 
supposed to lead the uprising in east and west Baghdad, were also rich.120 On the 
other hand, the maintenance of people’s security was what really concerned the 
middle and lower classes (AÎmad himself came from the lower-middle class) because 
these were the people who suffer from a lack of security; their shops and houses were 
in danger of being looted. Thus, AÎmad gave the highest priority to the safety of 
people above all. This idea was generally well accepted among traditionalists and 
SunnÐs, and was promoted by the saying: “An unjust ruler is better than continued 
sedition” (SulÔÁnun ghashÙm khayrun min fitnatin tadÙm).121 
All in all, for the quietists, even under an unjust or sinful ruler, it was still possible to 
secure Muslim lands, borders and roads, and to enforce the law. Muslims were able to 
live safely and perform their religious obligations. If rulers acted well, they deserved 
to be rewarded by God and thanked by their people; but if they disobeyed God’s 
rulings, people should not rebel against them nor insult them but should remain 
patient; only God had the right to judge them.122  
Two important points should be made here: first, that the security of the common 
people was obviously the crucial factor behind the SunnÐ doctrine of quietism, which 
was very clear in the case of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. It is surprising that AÎmad rejected 
or modified some Prophetical traditions that supported activism. He also aimed to 
hide the history of the activist Companions, Successors and traditionalists, thus 
suggesting that the safety of the Muslim community was more important than 
                                                 
119 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 132-33. تلأس ابأ دبع ﷲ يف رمأ ناك ثدح ،دادغبب مھو موق ،جورخلاب تلقف :اي ابأ دبع ،ﷲ ام 
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120 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh Baghdad, 6: 397, 400-2. 
121 For this saying see: Waleck Herman, “WÁlin ghasÙm khayrun min fitnatin tadÙm”,  95-102. 
122 See: Fritz Steppat, “Der Mushin in die Obrigkeit”, 319-32. Translated into Arabic in al-IjtihÁd,  12, 
(1991), 76-77. 
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following al-Salaf al-ÑÁliÎ. Secondly, not only did the doctrines of quietism promote 
obedience to rulers, but they also encouraged people not to focus on politics that rose 
up between the rulers and the people. The authority of the ÝulamÁÞ therefore existed 
between the people and the state.  
5.6.   Commanding right and forbidding wrong 
Commanding right and forbidding wrong appears in some QurÞÁnic verses and 
Prophetical traditions as a religious duty that should be observed by believers. 
However, this principle was practised in the Muslim community in various fields: in 
one’s social life, in jihÁd, and in one’s relationship with the state. This chapter has 
focused on using al-amr bi-al-maÝrÙf wa-al-nahy Ýan al-munkar as a slogan employed 
by rebels against the state.123 Ibn Íazm (d. 456/1064), the outstanding AndalusÐan 
scholar, named around one hundred of the Companions, Successors, and their 
followers who supported, or already practised, rebellion against unjust rulers under 
the cause of commanding right and forbidding wrong.124  However, as has been 
shown above,  quietism was intrinsic to SunnÐ doctrine, and the aim of this section is 
to indicate how the quietists combined their doctrine with the duty of commanding 
right and forbidding wrong against unjust rulers. 
It is reported that the Prophet said: مل نإف ،هناسلبف عطتسي مل نإف ،هديب هريغيلف ًاركنم مكنم ىأر نم
 عطتسي ناميلإا فعضأ كلذو هبلقبف “Whosoever of you sees a wrong, let him change it with 
his hand; and if he is not able to do so, then with his tongue; and if he is not able to do 
so, then with his heart; and that is the weakest of faith.”125 This tradition gives three 
methods of commanding wrong; one should not use the second method if he is able to 
do the first, or the third if he is able to do the second, and there is no excuse not to 
command wrong in his heart. Therefore, can one command the wrong of the rulers by 
each method? 
 
 
                                                 
123 For some examples see: Saud al-Sarhan, al-MurhijÙn, 5-7. 
124 Ibn Íazm, al-FiÒal, 5: 20-23. 
125 AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, Musnad, 3: 10; Muslim, al-JÁmiÝ al-ÒaÎÐÎ, KitÁb al-ÏmÁn, No. 49. 
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a. By hand  
The activists believed that people should command the rulers’ oppression by their 
hands, which means rebelling against them. However, the quietists were not 
convinced by this approach. As Michael Cook notes, they insisted that rebellion was 
not an option for those who would forbid wrong.126 The Companion Íudhayfah b. al-
YamÁn (d. 36/656) said: “Commanding right and forbidding wrong is indeed a fine 
thing, but it is not part of the Sunnah to take up arms against your ruler.”127 Al-Íasan 
al-BaÒrÐ also stated that forbidding wrong should not be done with the sword.128 The 
Kufan Ibn Shubrumah (d. 144/761) wrote a poem to indicate that commanding right 
and forbidding wrong was not to be carried out by unsheathing the sword against 
one’s rulers.129 Even AÎmad Ibn Íanbal declared that among common people, 
notrulers, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal declared that one was not allowed to forbid their 
wrongdoing using sword or weapon; he could use only his naked hand.130  
b. By tongue:  
 If people were forbidden to use their hands in order to forbid the wrong of the rulers, 
would they be allowed to forbid that wrong with their tongues? One notes that some 
traditions praised those who faced unjust rulers and condemned their wrong. A well-
known tradition states that the Prophet was asked, “What is the finest form of jihÁd?” 
The Prophet answered “Speaking out in the presence of an unjust ruler, being killed 
for it.”131 Interestingly, this and similar traditions reflected the conflict between the 
ÝulamÁÞ and their rulers, and indicated not only that the rulers were not listening to the 
advice of the ÝulamÁÞ, but also that they were becoming angry and punishing anyone 
who tried to correct them. History has preserved several examples of poor but 
enthusiastic religious people who were punished or even executed for speaking out 
against unjust rulers.132 Thus, there was an issue which presumably circulated among 
the ÝulamÁÞ; principally this was that there was little hope of correcting the rulers and 
anyone who tried to do so would be under threat.  
                                                 
126 Cook, Commanding Right, 53. 
127 Íanbal, Dhikr, 99; and see Cook, Commanding Right, 52. 
128 NuÝaym b. ÍammÁd, al-Fitan, ; and see Cook, Commanding Right, 52. 
129 al-KhallÁl, al-Amr bi-al-MaÝrÙf wa-al-nahy Ýan al-munkar, 22. 
130 Ibid., 23. 
131 AÎmad, Musnad, 31:1 24-26. 
132 For example see the story of the goldsmith of Marw, see: Cook, Commanding right, 3-7. 
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Is it therefore still a religious duty to condemn the wrongdoings of rulers? Michael 
Cook traces two trends regarding this matter. First there were those who were against 
going to the rulers to command and forbid them; secondly, there was verbal 
admonition of the rulers.133 For various reasons AÎmad Ibn Íanbal obviously 
supported the first view. First, the one who commanded or forbade the rulers was 
likely to be a victim of the rulers’ anger and might be punished or killed. AÎmad 
warned his student about being exposed to the ruler, since his sword was 
unsheathed.134 Second, and more interestingly, AÎmad and the other traditionalists 
were not against commanding and forbidding the rulers against certain actions, 
believing that the rulers should not be commanded or forbidden from taking such 
actions. In fact they were either concerned about being weak when they faced the 
rulers and thus were unable to command or forbid them so that they could not 
complete their mission; or they might have be worse and flattered the rulers or eaten 
at their table. AÎmad Ibn Shabbawyah (d. 229/843) arrived in Baghdad from Marw in 
order to go to the caliph to command and forbid him. Ibn Shabbawyah consulted with 
AÎmad Ibn Íanbal about his aim, and was discouraged by AÎmad because he might 
not have been able to complete his mission.135  
In other reports, AÎmad himself was urged by his uncle IsÎÁq b. Íanbal (d. 253/867) 
to take advantage of his involuntary presence at the court of al-Mutawakkil (r. 232–
47/847–61) and to go to the caliph and command and forbid him, because the caliph 
would accept his advice; AÎmad refused to do so. IsÎÁq then invoked the example of 
IsÎÁq b. RÁhawayh (d. 238/853), whom he described as acting in this manner at Ibn 
ÓÁhir’s court; however, AÎmad refused to recognise his conduct as normative, and 
said: ريخ هتيؤر يف يل لاو ،ريخ يتيؤر يف هل ام ،هلاعفب ضار ريغ انأف ؟قاحسإب يلع جتحت “You invoke 
IsÎÁq? I do not agree with him. There is no good for him [i.e. the caliph] to see me, 
nor for me to see him.”136 AÎmad was afraid of being weak in front of the caliph and 
could not confront him with the truth. When Ibn al-MubÁrak’s cousin encouraged 
                                                 
133 Ibid., 53-67. 
134 al-KhallÁl, al-Amr, 20. 
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JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 504-5. 
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AÎmad to go to the caliph, AÎmad replied:  مھتيتأ نإف ،مھتأت لا ،كرابملا نبا ينعي ،كلاخ لاق دق
مھقدصأ لا نأ فاخأ انأو .مھقدصاف “Your uncle [meaning Ibn al-MubÁrak] said ‘Do not go to 
them; but if you go, you have to tell them the truth.’ And I am afraid I will not be 
[strong enough to] tell them the truth.”137   
History tells us that forbidding and commanding rulers rarely went well. Rulers 
usually did not accept such advice, and they would possibly attack those who 
commanded or forbade them. In addition, some of the ÝulamÁÞ went to the rulers to 
forbid them, yet when they saw the caliphs, they found themselves unable to 
accomplish their mission, and might have needed to support their unjust actions or 
share their food with them. Thus, it was best for one’s safety and religion to stay away 
from such rulers. 
The final point that needs to be mentioned about AÎmad’s opinion of commanding 
right and forbidding wrong is that it was very important to avoid shedding Muslim 
blood, and probably even more important than the obligation of commanding right 
and forbidding wrong. AÎmad revealed his disagreement with Sahl b. SalÁmah, the 
most prominent figure among the public leaders of the popular movement back to 
201/817. AÎmad disapproved of Sahl’s enterprise, and reproved one of his own 
followers, who was also one of his old friends.138 Al-KhallÁl regarded AÎmad’s 
disagreement with Sahl as an example of his doctrine against rebellions,139 while 
Michael Cook also thought it must be connected to Sahl’s MuÝtazilÐ background.140 
However, it is most likely that what concerned AÎmad about Sahl b. SalÁmah was 
shedding blood, even under the cause of commanding right and forbidding wrong. 
When told about a dream which was interrupted when he was promised Heaven, 
AÎmad replied:  .ءامدلا كفس ىلإ لھس جرخو ـاذھ لثمب هنوربخي سانلا ناك ةملاس نب لھس نإ ،يخأ اي
هرغت لاو نمؤملا رست ايؤرلا :لاقو “O brother, this is Sahl b. SalÁmah; people used to tell him 
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138 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 140. 
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something like that, but he went on to shed blood! Dreams (ruÞyÁ) please the believer 
but do not deceive him.”141 
5.7.     Conclusion 
Several points can be raised here: 
1. The first remark of note is that the historical experience of the Muslim nation 
and the interest of the common people had more influence than traditions on SunnÐ 
political doctrines, and especially on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. AÎmad, among other 
traditionalists, rejected or modified Prophetical traditions as well as the practices of 
the Companions and early pious Muslims that did not conform to the doctrine of 
quietism. AÎmad also warned against sedition and the harm it might cause to the 
safety and property of Muslims; yet traditions which supported quietism came second 
in shaping AÎmad’s political quietism.   
2. For the quietists, safety was given priority over justice. However, this 
probably reflected the view of the common people, who suffered at times of sedition 
much more than during the reigns of unjust rulers.  Interestingly, AÎmad came from a 
lower-middle class background, and, as some scholars have noted, he presented the 
concerns of these people.142  
3. It is evident that the Umayyad caliphs supported quietism for their own benefit 
and this was the opinion of most Syrian scholars during the Umayyad era, since they 
were supporting rulers who believed that caliphs should be unconditionally obeyed. 
Not all quietists were in favour of rulers; yet, for many quietists, and AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal was among this group, quietism and withdrawing from involvement in politics 
or relationships with the rulers was their way of expressing their dissatisfaction with 
the impious and unjust rulers. Moreover, as Michael Cook points out,  
The Muslim masses – large numbers of Muslims who lived their lives 
with no part in the exercise of political power and no realistic 
expectation of achieving it. Under such conditions it is not surprising 
                                                 
141 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 283-84.  Neither Van Ess nor Cook quotes this story to explain AÎmad’s 
attitude towards Sahl b. SalÁmah. 
142 Cooperson, Classical Arabic Biography, 111; Cook, Commanding, 107-12. 
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that it should increasingly be pointed out that, if politics is none of your 
business, you had best keep out of it.143  
Cook also notes that in the second century, many of these people circulated with the 
traditionalists.144 In other words, while the Muslim masses had no hope of having a 
role in politics, they paid the price at the time of fitnah when politicians were fighting 
for power. Thus, it was preferable for them to not take part in this kind of fighting; it 
was better to lock their doors and sit quietly at home. 
4. It seems that AÎmad Ibn Íanbal had the last word in formulating SunnÐ belief 
regarding the religious authority of the caliphs and the limitations of obedience to the 
rulers. On the one hand, AÎmad stood against those who gave the caliphs 
unconditional obedience and insisted that there was no obedience in disobedience to 
God. AÎmad believed that the caliphs did not have the right to decide correct belief. 
The Inquisition represented AÎmad’s position; he refused to obey the false belief of 
the caliphs and criticised traditionalists who accepted this doctrine under the 
integration of the Inquisition; they either did that as taqÐyah or else believed in 
unconditional obedience to the caliphs. However, it can be seen that after AÎmad, all 
religious SunnÐ literature asserted that there was “No obedience to the creature in 
disobedience of the Creator.”  
On the other hand, AÎmad also stood against the activists, which was another trend 
among the traditionalists at that time. As shown above, AÎmad applied several 
methods to refuting the doctrines of activism. Presumably, he was successful in 
cancelling both unconditional obedience to the rulers and the views of activists. 
Thanks to AÎmad, SunnÐ doctrine has remained as the following: 
we do not recognise rebellion against our imÁms or those in charge of 
our affairs even if they are unjust, nor do we wish evil on them, nor do 
we withdraw from following them. We hold that obedience to them is 
part of obedience to God, … and therefore obligatory as long as they do 
not order us to commit sins145  
Some SunnÐ scholars, such as Ibn al-Mundhir, al-NawawÐ, Ibn Íajar, al-QÁÃÐ ÝIyÁÃ 
and others, noted that the SunnÐs had reached a consensus on following a doctrine of 
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quietism, stating that among some SunnÐs the doctrine of activism was an old opinion 
that should no longer be followed.146 Yet, even with this claimed consensus, after the 
time of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, very few SunnÐ scholars continued to believe in rebellion 
against unjust rulers; among these activists. Ibn Íazm was the most important 
figure.147 
5. There is a point that should be mentioned here. For the early quietists (such as 
Ibn ÝUmar and ÓalÎah b. al-ShikhkhÐr), the main argument against rebellion was the 
need to save the Muslim community (i.e., the ‘unity versus division’ paradigm). For 
AÎmad, although he insisted on the importance of sticking to the Muslim community, 
the main argument he used was the community’s need for safety (i.e., safety vs. the 
lack of safety model). This shift of priorities probably reflects the fact that the concern 
of AÎmad, as well as of the people who followed him, was more social than political; 
and it perhaps shows that AÎmad and the people around him had lost their faith in 
restoring the true Muslim state, with the result that their concern was focused on the 
needs of the peoples rather than on the state.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
146 YaÎyÁ b. Sharaf al-NawawÐ, SharÎ ÑaÎÐÎ Muslim, 12: 229; Ibn Íajar al-ÝAsqalÁnÐ, FatÎ al-BÁrÐ, 5: 
148; Ibn TaymÐyah, MihÁj al-Sunnah, 4: 529-30; al-Sarhan, ArbÁb al-kalÁm, 371-72. 
147 Ibn Íazm, al-FiÒal, 5: 20-23. 
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Chapter VI 
The Relationship with the State 
 
6.1. Introduction 
In Chapter Five the political quietism of the people of the Sunnah was addressed.  In 
this chapter the relationship of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and the early ÍanbalÐs with the 
state in the fourth A.H./tenth century will be examined; the discussion will show that 
the early ÍanbalÐs had different views and practices regarding their relationship with 
their rulers. Subsequently, in the fifth A.H,/eleventh century, they became supporters 
of the caliphs in Baghdad. This chapter is divided into four main parts: (1)  AÎmad’s 
association with the rulers in his time; (2) the position of AÎmad’s sons, family and 
close disciples; (3) the positions of subsequent ÍanbalÐ generations in Baghdad until 
the fifth A.H./eleventh century; and (4) AÎmad’s legal opinions concerning their 
relationship with their national rulers. 
6.2. AÎmad’s practices 
A striking feature of the socio-political history of early Islam is that it was the norm 
for pious scholars not to work for, or to assist, or even to have any kind of connection 
with their rulers. Some scholars see these doctrines as a mark of the influence of 
Jewish, Christian and pre-Islamic tribal customs on Islamic thought.1 Others see a 
ShÐÝÐ influence.2 However, it is more logical to regard this practice as a natural action 
on the part of pious people to condemn the acts of an impious government. Goldziher 
pointed out that this kind of resistance started during the Umayyad dynasty;3 other 
scholars also noticed that pious people refused to associate themselves with the 
                                                 
1 Wensinck, “The Refusedl dignity”, 491-95; Goitein, “Attitudes towards government in Judaism and 
Islam”, 210 
2 Van Ess, , Theologie, 1: 224. 
3 Goldziher, Muslim Studies, 2: 47. 
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government in the ÝAbbÁsid era.4  Throughout his life, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal was strict 
about ensuring that he stayed away from the rulers as far as he possibly could. 
Three early sources recorded AÎmad’s relationship with the state. The authors of 
these were eyewitnesses, or heard these stories from eyewitnesses. These three 
sources are AÎmad’s son, ÑÁliÎ, his cousin Íanbal b. IsÎÁq, and his disciple AbÙ Bakr 
al-MarrÙdhÐ. Besides these contemporary sources, there are some later sources which 
will be considered here as well. 
Íanbal and ÑÁliÎ provide (from the ÍanbalÐ perspective) full details of the Inquisition 
and AÎmad’s attitude towards the caliphs. Although the two agree on most of the 
details, they disagree on some points, some examples of which are listed below.  
After AÎmad’s rejection of the caliph’s doctrine of the creation of the QurÞÁn, al-
MaÞmÙn ordered IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm, his governor in Baghdad, to send AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal and MuÎammad b. NÙÎ in chains to his camp in ÓarsÙs. When the two 
prisoners arrived in Adhanah (Adana)5 on their way to the caliph’s court, they met a 
man who told them that the caliph had died. AÎmad commented that this was 
wonderful news and that he had been begging God not to make him see al-MaÞmÙn. 
On this point ÑÁliÎ and Íanbal provide two different explanations as to why AÎmad 
did not want to see al-MaÞmÙn. ÑÁliÎ quotes his father, reporting on the authority of 
MaymÙn b. MuhÁran, that ﷲ ةعاطب هرمآ :تلق نإو ،ناطلسلا ىلع لخدت لا :نھب كسفن نولبت لا ثلاث 
“Three [things] do not test yourself with. Do not go to a sultÁn, even though you say ‘I 
will command him to obey God’…”.6 This means that AÎmad did not want to see al-
MaÞmÙn because he was a sulÔÁn.  
However, Íanbal b. IsÎÁq gives another account of the story, that AÎmad was afraid 
to see al-MaÞmÙn because the latter had promised that once he saw AÎmad he would 
cut him into pieces (la-uqaÔÔiÝannahu irban irban).7 Another interesting tale is that the 
caliph al-MuÝtaÒim appointed two men to debate with AÎmad Ibn Íanbal for three 
days; during this time the caliph sent food and drink to them. ÑÁliÎ reported his 
                                                 
4 : N.J. Coulson, “Doctrine and practice in Islamic law”, 212. 
5 This is ÑÁliÎ’s narrative; in Íanbal’s account, AÎmad knew about al-MaÞmÙn’s death when he arrived 
in ÓarsÙs. 
6 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 49-50. 
7 Íanbal, Dhikr, 39. 
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father’s claims that he did not eat with them during these three days and tried to 
occupy himself (yataÝallal) with something else.8 But Íanbal reported differently, that 
AÎmad ate only what saved his soul from dying and regarded himself as one who was 
impelled (muÃÔarr).9 The last story from the Inquisition took place after AÎmad had 
been flogged, when al-MuÝtaÒim gave him clothes before releasing him. When he 
arrived home, AÎmad took off these garments, sold them and distributed the wealth he 
made from their sale to the poor.10   
These actions reflected AÎmad’s practices when he was hated by the caliphs. Yet, his 
conviction about avoiding rulers did not change when he became a favourite of the 
caliph. At the end of the Inquisition, the caliph al-Mutawwakil enticed certain 
traditionalists to stay in SÁmarrÁÞ and expelled other parties, such as JahmÐs and 
MuÝtazilÐs, from his court.11 The caliph then invited AÎmad Ibn Íanbal to visit his 
camp and gave him ten thousand dirhams as a gift.  AÎmad refused at first to take the 
money, but was warned that the caliph might become suspicious of him if he refused 
to take the offering.  AÎmad then accepted the amount but, it was reported, he did not 
even look at the coins but instead covered the money with a basin.12 That night, 
AÎmad woke his family (sons, uncle, and cousin) and informed them that his night 
was a sleepless one; accepting the money from the caliph had troubled him greatly. 
Weeping, he told his son ÑÁliÎ that مھب تيلب يرمع رخآ يف ناك اذإ ىتح ءلاوھ نم تملس “I have 
successfully preserved myself from these [i.e., the caliphs] for so long a time, and at 
the end of my life I have been troubled by them.”13 AÎmad decided not to spend the 
sum, but instead gave it as alms. In the early dawn, he gathered his family and some 
of his friends, and distributed the money to the descendants of the MuhÁjirÙn and the 
AnÒÁr, poor scholars, and to the general poor people in Baghdad, until the whole sum 
                                                 
8 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 57, 59, 62, 64. 
9 Íanbal, Dhikr, 48. 
10 Íanbal, Dhikr, 60. 
11 Christopher Melchert, “Religious policies of the caliphs from al-Mutawakkil to al-Muqtadir, A H 
232-295/A D 847-908”, 322-26. 
12 Interestingly, ÑÁliÎ claimed that his father asked him to cover the money with the basin. (Sirat, 92), 
and Íanbal claimed he was the one who covered the money with the basin (Dhikr, 85). Also, there are 
other differences between ÑÁliÎ’s and Íanbal’s accounts of the story. 
13 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 92. 
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he received had been given away, including even the bag in which the money had 
been kept.14  
AÎmad was then taken to SÁmarrÁÞ, along with his uncle IsÎÁq, his sons ÑÁliÎ and 
ÝAbd AllÁh, and his disciple al-MarrÙdhÐ. His life in SÁmarrÁÞ was a legend of pain, or, 
as he said: 
 ناكو ايندلا ةنتف اذھ نإ ،كاذو اذھ يف توملا ىنمتلأ ينإو ،ناك يذلا رملأا يف توملا تينمت دقل
نيدلا ةنتف كاذهعباصأ حتفي مث .اھتلسرلأ يدي يف يسفن تناك ول :لوقيو هعباصأ مضي لعج مث . 
 “I wished to die at [the time of Inquisition], and I wish to die now. This is 
an earthly test and that was a religious test (hÁdhÁ fitnat al-dunyÁ wa-dhÁka 
fitnat al-dÐn).” AÎmad then clenched his hand and said “If my soul were in 
my hand, I would release it” and then extended his fingers15 
 
It would be difficult to reconstruct all the details of AÎmad’s life in SÁmarrÁÞ under 
the care of al-Mutawakkil, but some aspects can be listed here. For example, al-
Mutawakkil sent food to him every day, but Ahmad steadfastly refused it, making do 
with a few loaves of bread. The caliph used to send money to AÎmad, but he did not 
accept the caliph’s generosity. He also declined the caliph’s project to tutor his son 
and heir, the future caliph al-MuÝtazz. In addition, he refused to narrate traditions 
either to al-MuÝtazz or to other princes, and would not even narrate traditions in 
SÁmmirÁÞ. Nor did he attend public prayers, presumably held on Fridays. When asked 
by his student, al-MarrÙdhÐ, on whose authority he relied in not attending the prayers 
AÎmad replied: يتجح نسحلا ميھاربإو ،يميتلا افوخت نأ مھنتفي ،جاجحلا انأو فاخأ نأ يننتفي اذھ هايندب .
يعين ةفيلخلا  “My authority is al-Íasan [al-BaÒrÐ] and IbrÁhÐm al-TaymÐ who were afraid 
to be tested by al-ÍajjÁj [b. YÙsuf, and they did not pray behind him].” AÎmad added, 
“I am frightened that this [caliph] is going to seduce me by his earthly wealth 
(dunyÁh).”16    
Finally, when al-Mutawakkil asked AÎmad to visit him, AÎmad refused because he 
was  not well. AÎmad did not suffer from a disease, but his body was very weak due 
to fasting continuously and eating scarcely anything. However, despite his efforts to 
save himself from having to deal with the nation’s rulers, he had to obey some of the 
caliph’s requests. He visited the caliph’s son, and allowed the caliph’s messengers to 
                                                 
14 Íanbal, Dhikr, 85-86; ÑÁlÐh, SÐrah, 92-93. 
15 ÑÁliÎ, Sirah, 101. 
16 al-MarrÙdhÐ, al-WaraÝ, 84. 
205 
 
 
dress him according to the customs of the court (Patton supposed that AÎmad would 
not have put on the garments himself),17 but when he returned home, he took the 
clothes off and asked his son ÑÁliÎ to send them to Baghdad to be sold, and the profits 
given to the poor. AÎmad also regretted that he had not been able to save himself from 
this visit.18  
Two issues regarding this visit should be addressed here. The first concerns whether 
or not AÎmad wore black (the ÝAbbÁsid costume). As suggested above, the ÍanbalÐ 
literature agreed that AÎmad wore the customary dress of the court when he visited al-
MuÝtazz. However, some sources tried to edit this, claiming that AÎmad had been 
allowed not to wear black and instead was permitted to wear any other colour. The 
two possible versions can be found in ÑÁliÎ’s SÐrah, where one account states “It was 
said they will NOT dress him in the black [costume]”,19 and in theother version the 
sentence was differently written, thus: “It was said they will fit him in the black 
costume”.20  The other issue regarding the visit is whether AÎmad kissed al-MuÝtazz’s 
hand? ÑÁliÎ reports that the caliph’s messenger warned AÎmad not to touch the 
prince.21 However, a different and awkward narrative was reported by al-MarrÙdhÐ 
who claimed that the prince’s chamberlain asked AÎmad  دي لبقت لاأ :بجاحلا ديعس يل لاق
لعفي ملو .اذكھ يديب تلقف :لاق .نيملسملا دھع يلو دي يديب تلبقف :لاق ؟نيملسملا دھع يلو “ ‘Would you 
not kiss the hand of the crown prince of the Muslims?’ AÎmad said, ‘I kissed his hand 
with my hand. I did with my hand like this’ and he did not do it [i.e., kiss the prince’s 
hand]”22 What can be understood from this quotation is that he did not physically kiss 
the prince’s hand because he was not allowed to touch him; instead he used his hand 
to show his respect.  
In sum, AÎmad tried hard to keep himself away from the rulers; however, sometimes 
he had to deal with them, even though he tried to make his interaction with them as 
infrequent as possible. In addition, the differences between the reports about AÎmad’s 
                                                 
17 Walter Patton, AÎmad Ibn Íanbal and the miÎna, 143. 
18 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 97-98, Patton, AÎmad, 143-44. 
19 AbÙ NuÝaym al-AÒfahÁnÐ, Íilyah, 9: 210. 
20 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 98. 
21 Ibid., 97. 
22 al-MarrÙdhÐ, al-WaraÝ, 148; Hurvitz, The Formation, 94. 
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practice in SÁmarrÁÞ prove that the ÍanbalÐ literature sought to edit AÎmad’s actions 
to make them stronger and purer.23  
AÎmad also criticised his friends and traditionalist colleagues who had relationships 
with the state or accepted money from their rulers. In one account it was reported that 
AÎmad stopped writing to IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh after the latter had shown AÎmad’s 
letter to Ibn ÓÁhir, the governor of KhurÁsÁn.24 While AÎmad was in SÁmarrÁÞ, his 
uncle IsÎÁq tried to convince him to visit the caliph who was sending messengers to 
request a visit. IsÎÁq tried to encourage AÎmad to go and see the caliph since it would 
be a good opportunity for him to command and forbid the caliph, but AÎmad refused. 
Then his uncle said: “This is IsÎÁq Ibn RÁhawayh who goes to Ibn ÓÁhir and 
commands and forbids him”. AÎmad replied: “Do you invoke Ibn RÁhawayh? I do not 
approve his actions [of visiting the rulers]”.25  Clearly AÎmad also disagreed with the 
traditionalists’ move to SÁmarrÁÞ to transmit traditions there under the caliph’s 
patronage.26 To avoid their fate, AÎmad, before he left Baghdad, promised that he 
would stop transmitting traditions.27 Thus he had an excuse not to narrate traditions in 
SÁmarrÁÞ, or to the caliph’s sons, or any other princes.28 
Finally, some ShÁfiÝÐ sources claim that the caliph ÍÁrÙn al-RashÐd (r. 170- 193/786-
809) asked al-ShÁfiÝÐ to elect someone to the position of judge of Yemen. Al-ShÁfiÝÐ 
offered the position to AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, but the latter tossed a sharp and insulting 
reply at him; “I visit you only to learn asceticism (al-Ýilm al-muzahhid fÐ al-dunyÁ), 
and you bid me to take the [position of] a judge? If it were not for knowledge I would 
not speak to you after today”; this embarrassed al-ShÁfiÝÐ.29 Although Hurvitz trusts 
the story’s authenticity, Melchert rightly doubts the authenticity of the narrative, 
suggesting that it is less likely to have been an actual incident in AÎmad’s life than a 
later fiction intended to illustrate his piety and al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s respect for him.30 This is 
                                                 
23 Hurvitz, the Formation, 6. 
24 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 42. 
25 al-MarrÙdhÐ, AkhbÁr, 41-42; Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 299; Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 458. 
26 For those traditionalists see: Melchert, “Religious politics”, 322. For AÎmad’s disagreement with 
them see: ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 45, 101. 
27 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 101. 
28 See: Ibid., 96; al-MarrÙdhÐ, AkhbÁr, 139. 
29 al-BayhaqÐ, ManÁqib al-ShÁfiÝÐ, 1: 154;  Ibn Ibn ÝAsÁkir, TÁrÐkh Dimashq, 5: 273-74; Ibn KathÐr, al-
BidÁyah wa-al-nihÁyah, 14: 387 . Ibn KathÐr took the story from al-BayhaqÐ, presumably from the 
latter’s book ManÁqib AÎmad. And see: Hurvitz, The Formation, 85. 
30 Melchert, AÎmad, 4. 
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because al-ShÁfiÝÐ visited Baghdad in 184/80031 when AÎmad was only twenty years 
old, and there is no evidence that AÎmad met him then. However, al-ShÁfiÝÐ visited 
Baghdad again in 195/810-11, during the rulership of al-AmÐn,32, at a period when 
AÎmad was busy seeking traditions and travelling to study with traditionalists; on that 
occasion he and al-ShÁfiÝÐ did meet in Baghdad. The story was recalled in later 
ÍanbalÐ sources, but the caliph was al-AmÐn, not ÍÁrÙn al-RashÐd. 33  Even so, there is 
no evidence for al-ShÁfiÝÐ’s relationship with al-AmÐn, and at that time Baghdad was 
about to experience a civil war. Strangely, the ÍanbalÐ Rizq AllÁh al-TamÐmÐ (d. 
488/1095) claims that AÎmad Ibn Íanbal was flogged to make him accept the 
position of judge, but he refused.34 This story reflects how the later ÍanbalÐs 
exaggerate the piety of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. 
6.3. AÎmad’s family and disciples 
AÎmad’s personality was of great importance to his followers,35 who regarded him as 
a leader in theology, piety, and jurisprudence. And while his students saw AÎmad  as  
a model of piety and asceticism, with some of them following his style of life, others 
admired his piety but did not comply with it. However, it seems that for AÎmad piety 
was more important than the knowledge of jurisprudence; for him, being careful about 
sources of income would lead one to produce correct judicial opinions. On his 
deathbed, AÎmad was asked, regarding succession:  
 هل سيل هنإ :هل لاق هنأ ًارضاح ناك نم ينربخأو .باھولا دبع لس :لاقف ؟كدعب لأسن نم
قحلا ةباصلإ قفوي هلثم ،حلاص لجر هنإ :ﷲ دبع وبأ لاقف .ملعلا يف عاستا  
“Whom should we ask after you [i.e., your death] ?” AÎmad thereupon 
suggested ÝAbd al-WahhÁb al-WarrÁq [d. 250-1/865-6]. When some of his 
disciples objected on the grounds that “ÝAbd al-WahhÁb does not have a 
wide knowledge”, AÎmad replied, “He is a pious man; the likes of him 
will succeed in attaining what is proper.”36 
 
                                                 
31 Ibn KathÐr, al-BidÁyah, 14: 133. 
32 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh, 2: 409. 
33 Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 361-62. 
34 al-TamÐmÐ, “ÝAqÐdat al-imÁm al-Mubajjal AÎmad Ibn Íanbal”, 2: 276. 
35 Patton, AÎmed, 194; George Makdisi, “Hanbalite Islam”, 216; Cooperson, Classical, 112-17, 138-51. 
Sizgorich, Violence, 235-58. 
36 al-MarrÙdhÐ, al-WaraÝ, 7. 
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Interestingly, these two trends among AÎmad’s close students can be observed in their 
relationships with the nation’s rulers. The first group, which included AÎmad’s sons 
ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh, and his uncle IsÎÁq, failed to succeed in following AÎmad’s 
model of piety, despite pressure from AÎmad that they should replicate his piety. Also 
AÎmad’s family took money from the caliph (it was said to be an amount of 4,000 
dirhams monthly), even though he repeatedly asked them not to accept it. On 
occasions, he would take the donation away from his family and either send it back to 
the caliph or give it as alms to the poor.37  He also wrote to the caliph asking him not 
to send money to his family, but the caliph refused this request.38 AÎmad reprimanded 
his family every time they accepted money from the caliph, and to compensate for his 
family’s receipt of the donation, he would fast all day and night.39 He stopped taking 
money from his sons,40 eating their food, and even using their oven.  
An interesting story illustrates how, after his sons had begun to accept money from 
the caliph, AÎmad steadfastly refused to eat anything at his sons’ houses, or food that 
had been prepared in their houses. It is said that AÎmad got into a difficult financial 
situation and as a result he and his household went without food for three days. At that 
point he borrowed some flour from a friend. The flour was processed and baked, and 
when the bread was placed in AÎmad’s hands he asked: “How did you do it? [How] 
did you bake it so quickly?” He was informed that the oven of ÑÁliÎ’s house was 
already heated and that they had hastened to bake the bread. Whereupon AÎmad said: 
“Remove it”, and he did not eat it.41 Another story described how, when AÎmad was 
on his deathbed, a doctor who came to see him prescribed roast pumpkin, and 
instructed him to drink its juice. AÎmad insisted that this should not be prepared in the 
house of either of his sons ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh.42 Prior to that, AÎmad had stopped 
talking to his sons and uncle, blocked up the doorways between his own and his sons’ 
                                                 
37 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 109; al-MarrÙdhÐ, al-WaraÝ, 66. 
38 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 110-11. 
39 Ibid., 109. 
40 al-MarrÙdhÐ, al-WaraÝ, 46. 
41 AbÙ NuÝaym al-AÒfahÁnÐ, Íilyah, 9: 177. In another account the bread was baked in the house of 
ÝAbd AllÁh (AÎmad’s other son), see: Ibn al-JawzÐ, ManÁqib, 302; Hurvitz, The Formation, 69. 
42 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 121; Íanbal, Dhikr, 95. 
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houses, and stopped praying with his uncle, the imÁm of the neighbourhood mosque, 
choosing instead to walk to a mosque much further away.43 
However, after AÎmad’s death two of his sons, ÑÁliÎ and ÝAbd AllÁh, became 
judges.44 ÑÁliÎ was the judge in ÓarsÙs, and then in AÒfahÁn.45 He was also trusted by 
the caliph al-MuÝtamid (r. 256- 79/870-92) and his brother Prince al-Muwaffaq (d. 
278/891), and acted as al-Muwaffaq’s messenger to Egypt’s governor AÎmad b. 
ÓÙlÙn (d. 270/884).46 Some reports, however, show that ÑÁliÎ did not like to 
participate in affairs of state, but was obliged to do so because he was in debt and 
short of money.47  Regarding ÝAbd AllÁh, he was a judge in an area in KhurÁsÁn at the 
time of al-MuktafÐ’s reign (r. 289- 95/902-8).48 
Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ’s book ÓabaqÁt al-ÍanÁbilah mentions, in addition to Ibn Íanbal’s 
sons, several figures from the first generation of AÎmad’s disciples who had a 
relationship with the state. He includes one of al-Mutawakkil’s men, YaÎyÁ Ibn 
KhÁqÁn (d. ?/), and two of his sons, ÝUbayd AllÁh (d. 263/876-77) and ÝAbd al-
RaÎmÁn (d. ?/?), as well as the caliph’s poet ÝAlÐ b. al-Jahm (d. 249/863). These four 
men could hardly be counted as students of AÎmad. Early ÍanbalÐ literature reports 
that YaÎyÁ Ibn KhÁqÁn asked AÎmad to narrate some traditions to his son, but AÎmad 
refused.49 
The other trend among AÎmad’s students was that they had a tendency to aspire to 
high degrees of morality and piousness. ÝAbd al-WahhÁb al-WarrÁq, who was known 
for his strong piety, was an outstanding figure among them. He warned his son not to 
go to SÁmirrÁ at the time of al-Mutawakkil’s reign.  When his son said: “I am only 
                                                 
43 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 108 
44 Some sources claim that AÎmad’s youngest son SaÝÐd became a judge in Kufa until he died there in 
303/915-16. Hurvitz wrongly accepts this claim (The Formation, 35) since, as Ibn al-JawzÐ suggests, it 
is more than  likely incorrect; SaÝÐd died earlier than that date as he died before IbrÁhÐm al-ÍarbÐ (d. 
285/898)  (ManÁqib, 414). Hurvitz mistakenly reads SaÝÐd’s birth as two months after AÎmad’s death. 
Whereas in fact, he was born fifty days before AÎmad’s death. See: Íanbal, Dhikr, 92; Ibn al-JawzÐ, 
ManÁqib, 414.  
45 Ibn AbÐ YaÝla, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 466. 
46 MuÎammad b. al-FayÃ al-GhassÁnÐ, AkhbÁr wa-ÎikÁyÁt, 41. 
47Ibn AbÐ YaÝla, ÓabaqÁt,1: 464. 
48 Ibid. Hurvitz (in The Formation, 85-86) notes that Ibn AbÐ YaÝla included ten qÁÃÐs in the first 
ÍanbaÐ generation. Hurvitz correctly found out that most of these qÁÃÐs were not students of AÎmad, 
identifying only two who were – ÑÁliÎ b. AÎmad and AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. KhÁlid. Obviously he 
overlooked  ÝAbd AllÁh b. AÎmad’s entry; as for AÎmad b. MuÎammad b. KhÁlid, he probably did not 
study under AÎmad because he died in 304/916, more than sixty years after AÎmad’s death.  
49 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 101; al-MarrÙdhÐ, AkhbÁr, 139. 
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going for trade”, ÝAbd al-WahhÁb replied: “If you go, I will never talk to you again.”50 
AbÙ Bakr al-MarrÙdhÐ, one of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s closest disciples, followed this 
doctrine. In his book al-WaraÝ, he included some reports that supported the idea of not 
becoming involved with the rulers, and not taking money from them. Al-MarrÙdhÐ 
deals with this issue in considerably greater detail in his other book AkhbÁr al-
shuyÙkh wa-akhlÁquhum (which has yet to be used by Western scholars). Two thirds 
of the book, dealing with different topics, was published a few years ago, with most of 
it being devoted to exploring how the pious people should not interact with their 
nation’s rulers.  
First, and relying on the authority of the shuyÙkh (al-salaf al-ÑÁliÎ), including AÎmad 
Ibn Íanbal, al-MarrÙdhÐ includes reports to warn pious people, especially the scholars 
(ÝulamÁÞ), against having any kind of relationship with their rulers. They are advised 
not to visit them, or to work for them, especially as judges, or to accept gifts or money 
from them. They are even advised not to recite a QurÞÁnic verse or a Prophetical 
tradition to them. Second, the book indicated that if someone had to visit a ruler, he 
must provide him with moral advice, and condemn his unjust and impious actions. 
Thirdly, the book praises the morality of the traditionalists, including AÎmad Ibn 
Íanbal, SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ and ÝAbd AllÁh b. al-MubÁrak. AÎmad is quoted as having 
praised SufyÁn al-ThawrÐ. According to al-MarrÙdhÐ he said: يبلق يف دحأ همدقتي ام “No 
one comes before him in my heart”.51 Al-MarrÙdhÐ also included some reports 
attacking rationalists. Finally, the book contained reports which reflected the piety of 
the traditionalists’ doctrines, and in particular their avoidance of food and drink that 
was brought from lands sized by force (maghÒÙbah). 
Presumably, the high piety and morality of these students of AÎmad made them 
popular religious leaders in Baghdad,52 and this may help to explain how the ÍanbalÐs 
                                                 
50 al-KhaÔÐb al-BaghdÁdÐ, TÁrÐkh, 12: 284. 
51 al-MarrÙdhÐ, AkhbÁr, 157. 
52 On the importance of the piety and scholarship for building reputations of social influence, see: Roy 
Mottahedeh, Loyalty and leadership in an early Islamic society, 135-50. And for a AÎmad Ibn Íanbal 
see: Hurvitz, the Formation, 91-101. For a ÍanbalÐ example, see: Daniella Talmon-Heller, “The 
Shaykh and the community: popular Íanbalite Islam in the 12th- 13th century: Jabal NÁbilus and Jabal 
QÁsyÙn”. 
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became the majority of Baghdad’s common people (ÝÁmmah) in the fourth A.H./tenth 
century.53  
6.4. The subsequent ÍanbalÐ generations  
When we look at the second generation of ÍanbalÐs, we find that their idea of 
piousness closely resembled that of the ÍanbalÐs of Baghdad. This generation, which 
included the students of AÎmad’s students, was led by four figures: AbÙ Bakr al-
NajjÁd (d. 348/960), AbÙ Bakr al-KhallÁl (d. 311/923), al-Íasan b. ÝAlÐ al-BarbahÁrÐ 
(d. 329/940) and ÝAlÐ b. MuÎammad b. BashshÁr (d. 311/923). What these four have 
in common is their devotion to AÎmad’s doctrines and their aggressiveness towards 
rationalists. Nor were any of them was involved in any kind of relationship with the 
nation’s rulers. Al-BarbahÁrÐ was well-known for his bad relationship with the caliphs 
al-QÁhir (r. 320–2/932-3) and al-RÁÃÐ (r. 322-9/933-40). Indeed, al-BarbahÁrÐ died 
while hiding from the caliph’s police chief. Meanwhile, al-KhallÁl presumably 
explains, at least theoretically, the nature of one’s relationship with one’s rulers. He 
startes his book al-Sunnah with chapters on the importance of obedience towards the 
rulers and condemns rebellions against them. Included also is a chapter on the virtues 
of al-ÝAbbÁs b. ÝAbd al-MuÔÔalib, the grandfather of the ÝAbbÁsid caliphs.54 We also 
have some fragments from al-KhallÁl’s other book, al-Siyar, in which he appears to 
have gathered multiple reports from AÎmad regarding his pious opinions about how 
relationships with rulers should be conducted.55 Interestingly, among the ÍanbalÐs in 
this generation, Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ did not include any judgements; and no-one was close 
to the state except for AbÙ Bakr al-AnbÁrÐ (d. 328/940) who was a teacher of al-
RÁÃÐ’s sons; but al-AnbÁrÐ was a linguist and grammarian, not a religious scholar.56 
The relationship between the ÍanbalÐs and the state had changed greatly after 
Baghdad had begun to be controlled by the ShÐÝÐ Buyaids (during the period 334-
447/945-1055), and then by the SunnÐ AshÝarÐ Seljuqs (from 447-590/1055-1194). 
                                                 
53 MuÎammad b. AÎmad al-MaqdisÐ, AÎsan al-taqÁsÐm fÐ maÝrifat al-aqÁlÐm, 126; Cook, Commanding, 
121. 
54 al-KhallÁl, al-Sunnah, 1: 89-92. 
55 For some of these fragments see: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 300; 2: 348, 575. And see: al-KhallÁl, al-
Sunnah, 1: 155. 
56 For his entry see: Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 133-42. 
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During this period (which lasted for about two and a half centuries), the ÝAbbÁsid 
caliphs had little beyond their titular authority in Baghdad. For example, the ÍanbalÐ 
literature of AbÙ Bakr b. ÝAbd al-ÝAzÐz (well-known as GhulÁm al-KhallÁl d. 363/974) 
claimes that he had a good relationship with the caliph al-MuÔÐÝ (r. 334-63/946- 74), 
who was the first ÝAbbÁsid caliph under the control of the Buyids.57  
It is possible to identify some reasons as to why this shift in the relationship with the 
state had occurred. One was that the ÝArab SunnÐ ÝAbbÁsÐd caliphs had lost their 
power to the Daylaman ShÐÝÐ Buyids, then to the Turk AshÝarÐ Seljuqs. The ÍanbalÐs 
in Baghdad saw the ÝAbbÁsÐd caliphs as representatives of the political authority of 
Baghdad and the SunnÐ identity of the city’s people.58 Thus it was the duty of the 
ÍanbalÐs to support the ÝAbbÁsÐd caliphs.59 Another reason was the development of 
SunnÐ schools of law in the fifth A.H./eleventh century, when these schools became 
what Makdisi labelled ‘guilds’. Their madÁris (singular: madrasah) were based on the 
waqf, or charitable trust. MadÁris and waqfs were usually under the patronage of a 
caliph, emir or a high-ranking official.60 Goitein points out that these changes in the 
nature of the relationship between the ÝulamÁÞ and the state led to subservience to the 
rulers.61 One example of this change was the great jurisprudent ÍanbalÐ Ibn ÍÁmid (d. 
403/1012) who used to go the caliph’s court and debate religious matters with 
scholars from other schools of law.62  
However, some ÍanbalÐs played an important role in uniting HanbalÐs and the 
caliphate office. MuÎammad b. AÎmad al-HÁshimÐ (d. 428/1037) was a ÍanbalÐ judge 
and was very close to the caliphs al-QÁdir (r. 381-422/991-1031) and al-QÁÞim (r. 
422-67/1031-75).63 Interestingly, both caliphs declared two creeds supporting the 
beliefs of the traditionalists.64  The ÍanbalÐs thus became the caliphs’ men, and it was 
therefore normal to find ÍanbalÐ judges. The most famous example was AbÙ YaÝlÁ 
                                                 
57 Ibid., 3: 218, 222. 
58 For the common people in Baghdad who identified themselves as SunnÐs, see: Ibn ÓÁhir ÓayfÙr, 
KitÁb Baghdad, 110; WadÁd QÁÃÐ, “The Earliest ‘NÁbita’ and the paradigmatic ‘NawÁbit’", 39-41. 
59 See Ibn al-BaqqÁl’s saying below. 
60 See: George Makdisi, “The Significance of the Sunni schools of law in Islamic religious history”. 8. 
61 Goitein, “Attitudes”, 212. 
62 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 319- 20. 
63 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 335. 
64 For these creeds, see: George Makdisi, Ibn ÝAqÐl, 8-16.  
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Ibn al-FarrÁÞ (d. 458/1066) who was the judge of the caliph’s courts ÍarrÁn and 
ÍÙrÁn. Subsequently, some of his sons and students became judges.65  
The ÍanbalÐ scholar, AÎmad b. ÝAbd AllÁh Ibn al-BaqqÁl (d. 440/1048-9) described 
the relationship between the ÍanbalÐs and the caliphate office during a meeting at the 
caliph’s court by saying:  
 ةميخ ةفلاخلا .دساف حم نع نشقفنتل ةضيبلا تشقفنا نئلو ،اھناضحأ نويلبنحلاو ،ةضيب ةفلاخلا
ةميخلا نيوھتل بانطلأا تطقس نئلو ،اھبانطأ نويلبنحلاو  
The caliphate is [like] an egg, and the ÍanbalÐs are its incubator. Yet, if the 
egg is broken, it will reveal a damaged yolk. The caliphate is a tent and the 
ÍanbalÐs are its columns. Yet, if the columns fall down, the tent will 
collapse.66   
 
Ibn al-BaqqÁl was saying that the ÍanbalÐs were the protectors and the saviours of the 
caliphate, and were the ÍanbalÐs to be destroyed, the caliphate would suffer the same 
fate. 
6.5. AÎmad’s juridical opinions 
It may be thought more suitable to list AÎmad’s juridical opinions regarding the 
individual’s relationship with the state after discussion of his own practice in this 
regard, or even before that. However, in this section I argue that most of these 
juridical opinions represented the views of the later ÍanbalÐs more than AÎmad’s own 
opinion. Some of these issues are listed below: 
i- Shortening the prayers during the travel to SÁmarrÁÞ: 
It is well-known that in Islamic law the four prostrations of prayer should be reduced 
to two during travel. However, the majority of the jurisprudents require that such 
travel must not be for a sinful purpose. If one travels to commit sinful actions, he will 
not be allowed to shorten his prayer. Taking this into account, AÎmad was asked if 
somebody would be permitted to shorten their prayers while heading to SÁmarrÁÞ? 
                                                 
65 For example, AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ appointed some of his students to the position of judges; see: 
Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt , 3: 374-75; his son, MuÎammad Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, the author of ÓabaqÁt, was also  
a judge. 
66 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 350.  
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AÎmad smiled and said: ةعاط رفس يف ريصقتلا امنإ “Only shortening [prayers is allowed] 
in [the purpose of] obedience [to God].”67 The implication of this answer was that one 
was not allowed to shorten his prayers in a journey to SÁmarrÁÞ because the purpose of 
such a journey would not be to obey God. Presumably, AÎmad did not support 
travelling to SÁmarrÁÞ because it was the home of the caliph, his men, and his army. 
However, a different report can be found regarding this issue. ÑÁliÎ claimed that his 
father shortened his prayers during his journey to SÁmarrÁÞ.68 
ii- Visiting the rulers 
In addition to the reports listed above about AÎmad’s resistance about not visiting the 
rulers, there were others to support this idea. One of AÎmad’s students claimed that 
AÎmad wrote to him: ذإف ؛بيبط ملاعلاو ،ءاد ناطلسلاو ،ءاد ايندلا هسفن ىلإ ءادلا رجي بيبطلا تيأر ا
هرذحاف “This life is a disease, the ruler is a disease, and the scholar is a physician. 
Hence, if you see the physician pulling the disease to himself, you must beware of 
him.”69 
iii- Working for the rulers 
The ÍanbalÐ literature confirms that AÎmad neither worked for the rulers nor accepted 
any request to do so. However, one can track different reports concerning whether one 
was allowed to work for them. These are listed here according to those individuals 
who were most resistant, and those who agreed to work for the state’s rulers. In one 
account a friend of AÎmad’s asked him: اي ابأ دبع 2 ينبكر ،نيدلا ىرتف  يل نأ لمعأ ءلاؤھل ردقب 
ام يضقأ ؟ينيد لاق لاقف يل :لق هل :لا .تومي هنيدب لاو لمعي مھعم  “I am in debt, do you 
recommend me to work with these [rulers] until my debt is paid?” AÎmad refused this 
idea, and suggested that he should die in debt rather than working with the caliphs.70 
In another report AÎmad agreed that whoever worked with the rulers would inevitably 
be involved in bloodshed.71 It was also reported that AÎmad had said:  لخدي نأ ينبجعي لا
ءاضقلا يف لجرلا “I do not like someone to [work] in the judiciary.”72  
                                                 
67 Ibid., 2: 348. 
68 ÑÁliÎ, SÐrah, 95. 
69 Ibn AbÐ YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 1: 446-47. 
70 Ibid., 2, 123-24. 
71 Ibid., 1: 355. 
72 AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ, al-AÎkÁm, 70. 
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AÎmad’s attitude towards working for the rulers altered dramatically in the last report, 
in which he was presented as a supporter of the notion of working as a judge, and 
argued: “Muslims must have a ÎÁkim [judge], [otherwise] people will lose their 
rights.”73 A point must be raised regarding this last report. It was related to al-
MarrÙdhÐ who claimed to have heard it from AÎmad. It contradicts what al-MarrÙdhÐ 
narrated in his surviving writings and, to my knowledge, is not available in any of 
these books. The exact report was found in al-MarrÙdhÐ’s book AkhbÁr al-shuyÙkh, 
but was not related to the authority of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal; instead it was ascribed to 
ÍafÒ b. GhiyÁth,74 which perhaps suggests that this report might have been attributed 
to AÎmad in order to justify the involvement of the later ÍanbalÐs in working at the 
office of the judge.  
iv- Accepting gifts and money from the rulers 
AÎmad’s biographers insist that he refused to accept any money or gifts from the 
caliph and other officials. However, on one occasion he had to accept the money in 
order to avoid angering the caliph; and yet, he gave the sum to the poor and did not 
keep any for himself. AÎmad was also vociferous in his condemnation of those who 
took the caliph’s money, including his own family. On the other hand, another report 
was narrated from AÎmad.  ÝUbayd AllÁh b. YaÎyÁ b. KhÁqÁn, the son of one of the 
caliph’s men who was his messenger, claimed to have heard AÎmad say: هزنأ يسفن نع 
لام ،ناطلسلا سيلو مارحب  “I keep myself away from the rulers’ money, but it is not 
prohibited.”75 
v- Officials and soldiers 
AÎmad was reported as having had some unfriendly opinions regarding dealing with 
soldiers and other official employees. His pupil FurÁn (d. 256/870) asked if he could 
repair his shoes under the light of a lamp on the door of IsÎÁq b. IbrÁhÐm’s house. 
AÎmad’s answer was “No”.76  The answer does not indicate why AÎmad did not 
allow FurÁn to make use of the light; was this due to IsÎÁq’s position as a governor of 
Baghdad? or because of his involvement in the Inquisition? Other reports present 
                                                 
73 Ibid., 71. 
74 al-MarrÙdhÐ, AkhbÁr, 116 
75 Ibid., 2: 67; Cook, Commanding, 112 fn. 245. 
76 Ibid., 2: 45-46. 
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AÎmad’s aggressiveness towards the soldiers. According to one account two soldiers 
asked AÎmad about his juridical opinion on some matters. He refused to answer.77 
However, according to another account, AÎmad approved trading with soldiers. One 
of AÎmad’s students asked him: “[Is it lawful to] sell to the soldiers?” AÎmad, 
according to the report, smiled and said: “Where was the dirham stamped? Is it not in 
their house?”78  
6.6. Conclusion 
Several conclusions can be drawn from this short chapter: 
1- Avoiding all kinds of connections to the rulers proved that not all political 
quietists were supporters of the rulers, or “the kings’ followers”;79 a great number of 
them, including AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, were not friendly with the state and tried hard to 
keep themselves away from its rulers. Their quietism can be understood as a negative 
way of resisting the rulers’ corruption. 
2- AÎmad was not so extreme in his way of avoiding the rulers. He had to deal with 
them on occasion; even though he did not like to do so. He visited the crown prince, 
accepted his gift, and accepted a gift from the caliph himself. However, he distributed 
the money to the poor. 
3- After AÎmad Ibn Íanbal’s death, two trends can be noted among the ÍanbalÐs, 
regarding the relationship between the ÝulamÁÞ and the state. One collective kept 
themselves away, while the other group had a relationship with the state, worked for 
it, attended the caliphs’ courts, and accepted money from the rulers. However, from 
the fifth A.H./eleventh century, the majority of ÍanbalÐs became the defenders and 
supporters of the office of the Caliphate; and the caliphs presented themselves as the 
defenders of the SunnÐ faith. Their version of Sunnism was the traditional-ÍanbalÐ 
one, which was hostile to ShÐÝÐs (i.e., Buyids) and AshÝarÐs (i.e. the Seljuqs).  
                                                 
77 Ibid., 1: 300. 
78 Ibid., 1: 125. 
79 al-NawbakhtÐ, Firaq al-ShÐÝah, 6. 
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4- One should be careful with the juridical opinions reported from AÎmad regarding 
relations with the state, as these most probably present these two trends more than 
AÎmad himself. 
5- There is a point which should be mentioned here. Hurvitz claimes that there were 
different positions among the jurisprudents regarding working for the state, and 
indicated two extreme groups, “…the ÍanbalÐs, who prided themselves on avoiding 
state employment, and the ÍanafÐs, who generally accepted it.”80 Hurvitz’s conclusion 
is an over-generalization without enough observation. The view on working for the 
state was not related to a particular school of law, to be with or against, but was more 
related to an individual’s piety and his view of the state. Some ÍanbalÐs worked for 
the state, and some ÍanafÐs refused to do so. The most famous example among the 
ÍanafÐs was AbÙ ÍanÐfah who was jailed and flogged as a way of forcing him to 
accept the position of judge, which he refused. Interestingly, the ÍanbalÐ literature 
records that some ÍanafÐs were offered positions as judges but turned them down.81 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
80 Hurvitz, The Formation, 85. 
81 Such as KhÁlid b. ÑabÐÎ (al-MarrÙdhÐ, AkhbÁr, 110), and AbÙ YaÝlÁ Ibn al-FarrÁÞ’s father (Ibn IbÐ 
YaÝlÁ, ÓabaqÁt, 3: 363-64). 
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Conclusion 
 
This dissertation has explored two major features of Islamic tradition. The first is the 
authenticity of the works of one of the eponymous of the SunnÐ schools; the second is 
SunnÐ political theology during the third A.H./ninth century as manifested in the 
doctrines and works of AÎmad Ibn Íanbal. The study therefore started by examining 
the reliability of AÎmad’s works. The first chapter studied the theological works 
attributed to AÎmad; I argued that none of the six creeds or al-Radd ÝalÁ al-ZanÁdiqah 
wa-al-JahmÐyah  to have been attributed to AÎmad are authentic works. Some of these 
works can be accredited to their real authors (creeds I and II); the authenticity of 
others was doubted by historical and textual critics. This study suggests that by the 
fourth A.H./tenth century AÎmad had become an ideal symbol of correct beliefs. 
Hence, it is not surprising to find that different opinions were attributed to AÎmad in 
in the hope that they would thereby gain authority. However, as has been observed, 
these attributed opinions did not end up giving AÎmad one image but instead left him 
with a highly diverse collection of opinions ranging from rationalism to extreme 
anthropomorphism.  
The second chapter argued that the opinions attributed to AÎmad were not found 
merely in theology, but were also in jurisprudence and the principles of jurisprudence. 
These conclusions were drawn from examining eight extant MasÁÞil from AÎmad’s 
students. The early traditionalists (such as AÎmad’s contemporaries, al-BukhÁrÐ and 
Ibn Qutaybah) were aware of this problem. Therefore the early ÍanbalÐs (especially 
al-KhallÁl and Ibn ÍÁmid) attempted to resolve these contradictions by proposing a 
method for dealing with the disparities. However, this study suggests that the 
contradictions among AÎmad’s reports have led us to assume that in many cases it is 
difficult to distinguish AÎmad’s own legal and theological opinions from what has 
been attributed to him. These contradicted reports thus reflect disagreements among 
the traditionalists and students who were part of the circle around AÎmad or who 
claimed to be his followers. 
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The recognition of early Muslim rulers provided an essential platform for the political 
theology of Muslim sects. SunnÐs, ShÐÝÐs and KhÁrijÐs, among other sects, can be 
distinguished on the basis of their acceptance of these rulers. Therefore, Chapter 
Three of this thesis was devoted to the historical background of AÎmad’s political 
theology and his opinions about the early Islamic governments (namely, the RÁshidÙn 
and the Umayyads).  AÎmad, of course, recognised the first three caliphs as legitimate 
caliphs; later he included ÝAlÐ Ibn AbÐ ÓÁlib among the RÁshidÙn and accepted his 
rule. He also succeeded in getting ÝAlÐ, the fourth RÁshidÐ caliph, to be regarded as 
part of formal SunnÐ doctrine.  
Regarding partiality among the Companions, AÎmad preferred AbÙ Bakr, followed by 
ÝUmar, then ÝUthmÁn. There are contradictory reports as to whether he counted ÝAlÐ as 
the fourth-best Companion; however, from the fourth A.H/tenth century the later 
SunnÐ orthodox scholars accepted ÝAlÐ as the fourth best Companion. Although reports 
from AÎmad show his disagreement with those who preferred ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn, and 
that he may regard the one who believes this to be an innovator, the later SunnÐs do 
not exclude the one who prefer ÝAlÐ to ÝUthmÁn from the Sunnah. AÎmad also 
accepted the rule of MuÝÁwiyah Ibn AbÐ SufyÁn, defended his reputation, and attacked 
those who criticised him. Yet he did not prefer MuÝÁwiyah to any other Companion, 
nor did he pay attention to reports of his virtue as some other SunnÐs did. The case of 
YazÐd I was different and it is not easy to identify AÎmad’s attitude towards him, due 
to the contradictions in AÎmad’s own reports. These differences, as I argued, reflected 
the difference of opinion among both traditionalists and ÍanbalÐs towards YazÐd I. 
On the other hand, AÎmad’s opinion about the fights that took place among the 
Companions (known as the first civil war, or the Fitnah) was clearly defined. All 
reports from him insisted on his defence of the reputations of all the Companions; he 
refused to judge between the fighters, and even condemned recollection of the Fitnah. 
Indeed, AÎmad preferred the position of avoiding the Fitnah, so that he considered the 
Companions who had refused to take part in the internal fighting were to be preferred, 
and found that following them was the rightful method. These Companions, whose 
follower AÎmad became, can be considered the most significant part of the formative 
period of political quietism in Islamic history. 
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Chapter Four focused on the imamate, the legitimate methods of electing caliphs, and 
the requirement of the legitimate caliph. Interestingly, AÎmad accepted all the 
methods used in Islamic history to seize the rulership. He accepted election (ikhtiyÁr), 
designation by the previous caliph, and even usurpation. Notably, the main factor 
behind AÎmad’s position was neither the QurÞÁn nor the Sunnah, but was in fact the 
unity and safety of the Muslim community (the JamÁÝah); he built his position on the 
practices of quietist Companions and the social benefits of common people. 
Furthermore, according to AÎmad, the caliph had to come from the tribe of Quraysh. 
AÎmad believed in the supremacy of the Quraysh, so that for him, this tribe was 
above other Muslims; then came the Arabs who were above non-Arabs but below the 
QurashÐs; and finally there were all the other Muslims. 
Chapters Five and Six examined AÎmad’s political quietism. In these chapters I 
argued that both activism and quietism were trends among the people of the Sunnah, 
and that it was thanks to AÎmad that quietism became the formal doctrine of the 
SunnÐs. Two political concepts demonstrate the political theology of the quietists: the 
Community (the JamÁÝah) and Obedience (ÔÁÝah).  For the people who believed in the 
JamÁÝah and the ÔÁÝah, preserving Muslim unity was more important than ensuring that 
the rulers were just. Thus, in terms of lives, property and safety, obedience to unjust 
rulers was a lesser evil than internal fighting for the community.  
AÎmad strongly defended the position of quietism. As part of his method of dealing 
with different traditions regarding rebellion against unjust rulers, AÎmad accepted the 
traditions condemning rebellion and the traditions calling for saving the blood of 
Muslims, and rejected the other traditions that called for revolutions against unjust or 
sinful rulers. He also criticised activist salaf, and traditionalists such as SaÝÐd b. Jubayr 
and al-Íasan b. ÑÁliÎ Ibn Íayy. In addition AÎmad attempted to adapt the history of 
early Islam to justify the doctrine of quietism. For example, he tried to reduce the 
number of the Companions and Successors who had been involved in the first civil 
war; at the same time he criticised the traditionalists, recalled the events of the fitnah, 
and named the Companions and the Successors who had been involved in these 
events. In practice, AÎmad refused to join the rebels against the Caliph al-WÁthiq at 
the time of the Inquisition.   
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Several points should be observed with regard to AÎmad’s political quietism. First, 
AÎmad’s main reasons for supporting quietism were to preserve the unity of Muslims 
and protect the common people, who always suffered from a lack of security, and 
whose shops and houses were in danger of being looted. The changing of rulers did 
not mean anything to these people; thus, AÎmad made the people’s safety his highest 
priority. Secondly, the historical experience of the Muslim nation and the interest of 
the common people had more influence than traditions did on AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
who rejected or modified customs as well as the practices of the Companions and 
early pious Muslims that did not conform to the doctrine of quietism. AÎmad also 
warned against sedition and the harm it might cause to the safety and property of 
Muslims; yet traditions which supported quietism came second in shaping his political 
quietism. 
Third, AÎmad’s political quietism did not mean he always favoured the current ruler. 
In fact, it revealed his distrust of the rulers, and can be seen as a form of silent 
resistance to the rulers in his time, as the following points illustrate:  
i)  In the case of obedience to rulers, AÎmad insisted on obedience as a religious 
duty; yet he also insisted that must not to be obedience to a creature in disobedience to 
God; obedience was required only in what was good. He paid the price for this belief 
when he was jailed and flogged because of his resistance to the caliphs’ doctrine that 
the QurÞÁn was created.  
ii)  Concerning the JamÁÝah, AÎmad argued strongly that one should not divide the 
Muslim community. However, in AÎmad’s thinking, the JamÁÝah was headed by the 
caliph in political issues, but as caliphs had no authority in religious matters, people 
should obey the ÝulamÁÞ who knew the meaning of the QurÞÁn and the Sunnah.  
iii)  AÎmad also persuaded people not to go to the rulers to command them to do 
right or to forbid them from doing wrong. AÎmad did so, not because he was a 
supporter of the ruler, but rather because he had lost faith in the rulers. According to 
him, anyone who commanded or forbade rulers was very likely to be punished. Or 
else he might become weak when he faced the rulers and thus be unable to command 
or forbid them so that he could not complete his mission; or he might have been worse 
and flattered the rulers or eaten at their table.  
222 
 
 
iv)  AÎmad avoided all kinds of connections to the rulers including not accepting 
their gifts or working with them. He became angry with his family when they 
accepted the Caliph’s money. 
All of these points prove that not all political quietists were supportive of rulers or 
“the king’s followers”, but that a great number of them, including AÎmad Ibn Íanbal, 
were in fact not friendly with the state and tried hard to keep themselves away from 
its rulers. Their quietism can be understood as a negative way of resistance to the 
corruption of the rulers.  
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1    First Encyclopaedia of Islam, 9 vols., ed. M.Th.Houtsma, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1993 (reprint of the first edition published in Leiden, 1913-36)  
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2     Encyclopaedia of Islam, New edition (= Second edition), 13 vols., ed. Bernard   
Lewis, Leiden: E. J. Brill; London: Luzac, 1960-2009. 
 
EI
3     Encyclopaedia of Islam, Three, eds. Gudrun Krämer; Denis Matringe; John 
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